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ABSTRACT

The Problem
This study was designed to assess the attitudes of selected
teachers in North Dakota schools serving Native American students toward
current and ideal instructional supervision and staff evaluation.
Teacher attitudes were also compared on the basis of age and school type.

Procedure
One hundred classroom teachers participated in a survey designed
to assess teacher attitudes and perceptions toward current and ideal
instructional supervision and staff evaluation processes.

Resulting

data were statistically tested for significant differences at the .05
level.

Reported data resulted from the responses of teachers employed

by Bureau of Indian Affairs schools and public schools in North Dakota
serving concentrations of Native American children.

Results
There were statistically significant differences when instruc
tional supervision and evaluation processes were compared as follows:
(1) current supervision to current evaluation, (2) ideal supervision to
ideal evaluation, (3) current supervision to ideal supervision, and
(4) current evaluation to ideal evaluation.

Statistically significant

differences were found when teacher attitudes toward ideal supervision
and evaluation processes were compared on the basis of age.

Statistically

significant differences were found when teacher attitudes toward current

vii

supervision and evaluation processes were compared on the basis of
school type.
There were no perceived differences when teacher attitudes
toward current supervision and evaluation were compared on the basis of
age.

No significant differences were found when teacher attitudes toward

ideal supervision and evaluation were compared on the basis of school
type.

Conclusions
The statistical treatment and analysis of the data used in this
study resulted in three major conclusions.

First, teachers disagreed

that current supervision and evaluation processes were conducted for the
purpose of improving instruction.

However, teachers agreed that,

ideally, supervision and evaluation processes should be conducted to
improve instruction.

Second, as age increased, teachers' attitudes

toward ideal supervision and evaluation processes became less positive.
Third, teachers who worked in Bureau of Indian Affairs schools had a
less positive attitude toward current supervision and evaluation
processes than did teachers working in public schools.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The role of the school administrator in today's educational
institutions has apparently become an increasingly complex one.

Insti

tutional demands not directly related to instructional leadership and
improvement continued to claim major segments of the administrator's
time.

These demands allowed little time for activities designed to

improve the quality of instruction provided for children.

Morris,

Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie (1982) conducted a shadow study
of twenty-four building principals in the Chicago public schools.
They concluded that "instructional leadership (in terms of time spent
in classroom observations and teacher supervision) was not the central
focus of the principalship" (p. 689).
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) stated:
Supervision has been a relatively dormant activity in
schools, and those designated specifically as supervisors
have typically been seen as minor functionaries. Supervisory
staffs have become progressively smaller as the demands for
economy have increased, and many supervisory activities have
been assigned, at least in a titular sense, to others with
more administrative responsibilities. As could be expected,
overburdened administrators typically give only cursory
attention to new responsibilities.
(p. 1)
Furthermore, they indicated that teachers and administrators were
dissatisfied with present supervisory procedures, and that many
supervisors viewed the procedures as lacking in credibility.
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Results of a study conducted by Sullivan (1982) supported the
common belief that instructional supervision was not the major function
of the instructional supervisor.

Sullivan's study revealed that

supervisors spent only 7 percent of their time on classroom observa
tions and in-service education.
Cawelti and Reavis (1980) were involved in a research project
designed to assess perceptions of trends in the ways school districts
provided instructional leadership in a number of related areas.
Respondents rated instructional supervision as the "least adequately
provided service in all three types of communities" (pp. 237-238).
Perusal of educational literature revealed that instructional
supervision was a much neglected field in the educational arena.
Public criticism of the educational system and demands for upgrading
the quality of educational services provided by public schools have
heightened the need for the implementation of effective instructional
supervisory programs.

The increasing difficulty in obtaining funds

for education had apparently caused good supervisory processes to become
a necessary part of education.

In reference to this particular problem,

Krajewski (1977) stated:
Fiscally, the crises exist. In the pursuit of fiscal
solutions, we must be cautious, however, not to cause an
instructional crisis. Thus, we must persist in efforts for
better quality control by improving the instruction given to
students while at the same time attempting to alleviate
present fiscal burdens.
(p. 7)
The American public of the 1980s was a money-conscious public,
particularly in the area of education.

"In education, the return for

investment is measured by the quality of the student product; the
method utilized to reach improved quality of product is improvement of
the instructional quality offered to the student" (Krajewski 1977, p. 5).
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Professional literature on supervision abounded with reasons
why supervision must have been viewed as a necessary and integral part of
the educational process.

Denham (1977) stated: "With the critics of

education becoming increasingly vocal, and with state legislatures
demanding more of education than educators can produce, the need to
improve instruction— both teaching and learning— has never been
more urgent" (p. 33).

One of the most effective ways of improving

teaching and learning was the utilization of instructional supervision
for the purpose of improving instruction.

According to Krajewski

(1977),
. . . too many youngsters, especially those in the larger
cities, are graduating from the public schools with neither
the skills for advanced schooling or (in some cases) suf
ficient skills to embark on a successful career. The
solution to the problem, albeit a simplistic one theoretically,
is a rather arduous one actually— to develop and maintain an
effective instructional program in the public schools.
(p. 8)
It was Krajewski's conviction that the development and implementation
of an instructional supervisory program would help to create an
effective instructional program.
In Denham's (1977) estimation, supervision for the purpose of
improving instruction was a much neglected discipline:
There is ample evidence of neglect of in-class
supervision in the literature of supervision and in the
history of various innovations in the schools. In 1969,
Robert Goldhammer . . . identified clinical supervision
as a discipline in its adolescence. Today, that view
seems overly optimistic; since the appearance of Goldhammer's book only two significant pieces have been added
to the literature of the discipline: Cogan's Clinical
Supervision . . . and a thematic issue of the Journal of
Research and Development in Education, in which all ten
articles were devoted to the topic.
(p. 33)
According to Denham, there was virtually little else written about
clinical supervision that had been of any significant value as it
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related to educational processes and practices.
Recent trends in the educational arena have contributed to the
need for improved instructional supervisory processes.

The public's

close surveillance of the public education system and the continued
criticisms of that system have been driving forces that have stimu
lated the need for a more systematic approach to supervision.

Such

surveillance and criticism of public education have had a direct
influence on the shrinking resource base and public reluctance to
finance education (Wiles and Bondi 1980).

In a discussion regarding

the major forces that may have influenced supervision in the future, Wiles
and Bondi stated:
Throughout the United States, as educational costs
increase due to simple inflation there is a reluctance to
support new programs. The tax structure underlying educa
tional finance is under attack; voters are rejecting bond
issues that will fund . . . programs. . . . This trend
toward diminishing resources for education is likely to
continue throughout the 1980s. (p. 18)
Bellon, Eaker, Huffman, and Jones (1978) have identified
accountability as another trend that has had a significant impact
on instructional supervision.

Accountability was closely tied to

public reluctance to support education:
The schools have been hard pressed to show that
increased expenditures result in improved learning outcomes.
The public, through its legislative bodies, has begun to
demand evidence that the schools are achieving expected
results. If such evidence is not forthcoming it is doubt
ful that increased revenue for operating schools will be
made available. . . .
It seems probable that supervisors will be called upon
to help develop and devise evaluation procedures for
professional personnel. It is unfair to hold today's
classroom teachers accountable in light of the increasing
demands made upon them unless they are provided with
proper professional support and assistance. One aspect of
the teacher support system is a helpful classroom super
visory program. Any accountability attached to the
teaching function must take into consideration the quality
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and quantity of supervisory and administrative support.
(pp. 4-5)
Wiles and Lovell (1975) enumerated a wide variety of forces,
both internal and external to the educational systems, to which
instructional supervisory behavior must have been responsive:
External forces include the development of knowledge,
the expanding population, science and technology, know
ledge coming from behavioral sciences and social
sciences, organizational theory, specialization, demands
for educational change, the federal government's partici
pation in education, and many others. Critical internal
forces include professionalization of teachers, rise of
teacher specialization, application of technological devel
opments, growth of teacher labor unions and teacher
militancy, growth of organizational complexity, curriculum
development, performance contracting, emphasis on behavioral
objectives, and acceleration of organizational change, to
name only a few. (p. 4)
According to Wiles and Lovell, supervisory behavior could have been
controlled so that it would facilitate operationally defined student
learning in certain specified directions.

Wiles and Lovell stated that

the desired condition could have been achieved in this manner:
[I]t will be necessary to develop a "system" of concepts
that can serve as a conceptual framework for viewing the
phenomenon of "instructional supervisory behavior." Such
a framework would necessarily provide not only a precise
definition of instructional supervisory behavior, but also
a concept of the total setting in which the behavior occurs.
(p- 5)
Wiles and Bondi (1980) pointed to the increased commercializa
tion of curriculum development in schools as another force likely to
affect the role of supervisors.

They contended: "This commercialism

has expanded from a textbook market into instructional 'systems'
including materials, machines, and media" (p. 19).

The implications

for the instructional supervisor, as a result of such commercialization,
were significant.

According to Wiles and Bondi,
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. . . if curriculum directors are increasingly concerned with
materials, per se, and see the curriculum as a system, then
teaching is likely to be perceived as an extension of that
system. Good teaching, from this perspective, would be
defined in terms of its contribution to content mastery and
achievement on standardized testing. The possibilities for
conflict between this conception of the role of teachers and
attempts to gear instruction to the needs of students, for
example, are great. The instructional supervisor and the
curriculum director are on a collision course unless the
supervisor defines his or her role according to the curriculum
system.
(pp. 19-20)
Low teacher turnover was viewed by Sergiovanni and Starratt
(1979)

as a threat to the quality of instruction schools provided for

children.

During the years of the teacher shortage, low teacher

turnover was viewed as a blessing, particularly to those who had
difficulty finding and keeping teachers.

More recently, with a

tight economy, declining enrollments, and the reduction in financial
aid to schools, dissatisfied members of the teaching profession were
concerned about job security and were reluctant to leave their present
positions.

Members of the teaching profession who stayed on for the

wrong reasons presented a serious problem for schools.
quality of instruction may have been endangered.

The overall

Lack of job satisfac

tion, motivation, and commitment to personal and professional growth may
have resulted in a reduction of the quality of academic services provided
for children.

For this reason, supervisory processes aimed at ensuring

the provision of quality education for children were crucial.
Perusal of literature and research related to instructional
supervision revealed that supervisors and principals were not engaging in
instructional supervisory activities that enhanced the possibility of
improving the instructional quality of education.

Ellis, Smith, and

Abbott (1979) pointed out that the kinds of supervisory activities which
would aid teachers in their efforts to improve instruction existed in too
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few schools today.

They cited an informal study conducted by Reavis

(1978) in which teachers indicated that present methods of supervision
had not helped them to improve their classroom instruction.

Results of

the study conducted by Morris et al. (1982) showed that "despite much
emphasis on teacher supervision and evaluation in the typical university
curriculum, . . . working principals engage in instructional leadership
more through indirection . . . than through such direct methods as
inservice training of teachers or classroom observation" (p. 692).
In a discussion of attitudes held by educators toward super
vision, Mosher and Purpel (1972) offered this perspective:
One of the most frequent statements we hear about supervision
is "in our school we don't have any." And even if we assume
that supervision is an unidentifiable entity, there remain
conflicting definitions and attitudes toward it within the
teaching profession. . . . [T]he most widespread attitude is
probably suspicion— suspicion that supervision is at best
ineffectual and at worst a harmful form of interference with
the work of the teacher. By and large, educators are confused
in their understanding of supervision and ambivalent in their
feelings about it. (pp. 1-2)
Bellon et al. (1978) painted a bleak portrait of the field of supervision
from past to present:
A look at the historical development of supervision
indicates that supervision has sometimes been detrimental,
sometimes helpful, sometimes useless, but usually maligned.
This has brought us to the stage in the development of
supervision where it can be said that instructional super
vision in the public schools is generally in a confused
state. Some agreement exists as to the role and functions
of the instructional supervisor in theory; but in actual
practice roles and functions are only occasionally and often
haphazardly fulfilled.
(p. 3)
They also pointed out that supervisors were aware that they were viewed
as a threat by classroom teachers.

As a result, supervisors tended to

engage in activities not directly related to the improvement of
instruction.
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The concern expressed by authors in the field of supervision
had stimulated the writer's interest in assessing the perceptions
toward instructional supervision and evaluation of teachers serving
Native American children.

As indicated, instruction could have been

improved by means of an effective instructional supervisory program.
It was commonly assumed among educators that improved instruction would
lead to improved student achievement.
assumption.

The writer subscribed to that

Discovering problems in the processes used in schools

where there were concentrations of Native American students could
potentially lead to improved instruction from teachers and better
academic performance from students.

This was a concern of the writer,

a Native American, because Native American children have typically
scored well below the norms on standardized achievement tests.

Demmert

(1976) provided an indication of the seriousness of the situation with
this statement:
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, much data were
collected on educational achievement among Indians. It
was discovered that the average educational level for all
Indians was 8.4 years; that from grades 8 through 12 the
dropout rate was estimated variously to be from 39 to 48
percent; that Indian students scored significantly lower
in measures of achievement at every grade than the average
white pupil.
(p. 6)
Croft (1977), in an article written for the Journal of American
Indian Education, cited several studies that documented the academic
achievement of Indian students as measured by standardized tests:
There is ample evidence from studies such as Thompson
(1959), MacGregor (1946), Josephy (1949), Voyat (1970),
and Havighurst (1970), that Indian children are as intelli
gent and educable as other American children. But research
also suggests that Indian pupils do not achieve as well in
school as do white children. In a comprehensive and
significant study, Coombs (1958) found that academic
achievement of Indian pupils, as measured by standardized
tests, was below that of white pupils at every grade level
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tested and fell progressively further below at higher
grade levels. The research of Coleman (1966) confirmed
the findings of Coombs and evidenced a pattern of progres
sive retardation. On the average, Indian students enter
ninth grade . . . below the national average and complete
twelfth grade nearly three years below the national average.
(p. 16)
Havighurst and Levine (1979) supported Croft's assertion that
the lower academic achievement of Indian children was not a result of
inability or lesser intelligence:
Several studies based on intelligence tests that do not
require reading ability show Indian children to be at or
slightly above the level of white children. . . . The 1,700
Indian children who took this test [Goodenough Draw-a-Man
Intelligence Test] in 1969 under the auspices of the National
Study of American Indian Education showed an average IQ of
101.5, slightly superior to the average of white children.
(p. 468)
A review of literature on Indian education provided no indication
that the situation had changed.

However, recent literature on Indian

education provided numerous recommendations on how the problems in
Indian education could be remedied.

In its Eighth Annual Report to the

Congress of the United States, the National Advisory Council on Indian
Education offered advice and recommendations to the United States
Congress regarding Indian education programs.

Recommendations presented

by the National Advisory Council on Indian Education (1982) were
concerned with placement of Indian programs should the Department of
Education be dismantled, continuation of federal trust responsibility
for Indian education, and the proposed budget reductions for Indian
programs.

The report did not address issues regarding Indian education

at the local level.
In a 1976 final report to the American Indian Policy Review
Commission, the Task Force Five on Indian Education identified several
major concerns regarding Indian education.

None of the concerns
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addressed the concept of instructional supervision as a possible
factor that would contribute substantially to the overall improvement
of educational services provided for children.

The Task Force Five's

recommendations regarding Indian education focused primarily on
such aspects of Indian education as local control; culturally relevant
curricula; educational leadership at the national level; the need
for a greater number of Indian teaching and administrative personnel
in schools serving Indian children; and coordination of programs,
funds, and staffing (Scheirbeck, Barlow, Misiaszek, McKee, and
Patterson 1976).
Demmert (1976) also identified several major concerns
regarding Indian education.

The concerns identified by Demmert

focused on culturally relevant curricula, development and imple
mentation of supplementary elementary and secondary education
programs, tribally controlled education systems, early childhood
education, and post-secondary education programs.
A review of the literature regarding Indian education appeared
to indicate an apparent lack of attention to instructional supervision
as a viable means of improving educational services provided for
Indian children.

The writer believed that instructional supervision

was a component of Indian education programs that needed to be studied
as a potential factor that could contribute substantially to the
improvement of pupil performance.
To date, there appears to have been little or no research
conducted specifically for the purpose of establishing the existence
of a positive relationship between instructional supervision and
student achievement.

Brookover and Lezotte (1979) studied the
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characteristics of principals in six elementary schools that had
demonstrated an improvement in student achievement.

They found that

in such schools the principal was "more likely to be an instructional
leader, more likely to be assertive in his instructional leadership
role, is more of a disciplinarian and, perhaps most of all, assumes
responsibility for the evaluation of the achievement of basic
objectives" (pp. 66-67).

While one cannot safely state that improved

student achievement was directly attributable to effective instruc
tional leadership, there was a positive relationship between instructional
leadership and improved pupil achievement.
The opinions of noted experts in the field of instructional
supervision proposed that, theoretically, instructional supervision,
when conducted in a systematic manner, had the ability to improve
instruction, thereby improving student learning.

All would agree

that the basic purpose of instructional supervision was to improve
the teaching/learning situation for children.

Wiles (1967) stated:

Supervision is the procedure by which a school system
improves its curriculum and instruction. Although some
change can be brought about by purchasing new instruc
tional materials and new buildings, any major modifica
tion is the product of change in the staff. In reality,
the process of supervision is the release of human
potential that makes available a more competent staff to
conduct the human interaction that is called education.
(p. 13)
According to Lovell and Wiles (1983),
. . . instructional supervisory behavior is assumed to
be an additional behavior system formally provided by the
organization for the purpose of interacting with the
teaching behavior system in such a way as to maintain,
change and improve the design and actualization of learning
opportunities for students.
(p. 4)
Cogan (1973), in his discussion of the analysis of teaching
phases of the clinical supervisory cycle, implied that the analysis of
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teaching would result in improved learning opportunities for children
which would invariably lead to improved learning outcomes.

In a

theoretical sense, Cogan had established a direct relationship between
instructional supervision and pupil achievement.
Lovell (cited in Lovell and Wiles 1983) also presented a case
for a positive relationship between instructional supervision and pupil
achievement.

He stated, "Instructional supervisory behavior, while

external to the teacher-pupil system, is calculated to influence
directly and purposefully teacher behavior in such a way as to facili
tate student learning" (p. 4).

Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski

(1980) stated:
Teachers (like anyone) must be able to understand what
they are doing and the goals and process that govern their
behavior, and supervision must provide adequate illumination
for such understanding. We require a supervision that is
basically teacher-initiated and consistent with independent,
self-sufficient action. Our supervision must result,
regularly and systematically, in palpable technical
advancement; it must have methodological and conceptual
rigor and it must produce real and measurable accomplish
ments.
(p. 206)

Need for the Study
It is widely agreed that instructional improvement should be
the primary goal of supervision.

Supervision for the purpose of

improving instruction should involve a systematic approach that provides
every opportunity for professional growth and development.
As stated earlier, past assessments of problems in Indian
education and possible solutions to these problems have ignored a
systematic instructional supervisory program as a viable means of
alleviating the problems.

If instructional supervision and evaluation

are to be considered useful in improving present conditions in Indian
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education, knowledge must be gained regarding the extent to which
current instructional supervision and evaluation processes are being
employed and whether or not the processes being implemented are viewed
as helpful by teachers.

In addition, it would be helpful in generally

informing the profession to gain additional knowledge regarding teacher
attitudes and perceptions in Native American elementary schools toward
ideal instructional supervision and evaluation processes.

Such informa

tion would be useful in future planning of instructional improvement
programs designed to achieve the goals of Indian educational systems.
As has been indicated, the general question must be addressed:
Do teachers serving Native American children view instructional super
vision and staff evaluation processes currently being used as helpful
to the improvement of instruction?

It would appear that an assessment

of the attitudes and perceptions of teachers serving Native American
children toward current and ideal instructional supervision and
evaluation is in order if this question is to be answered.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to assess the attitudes and
perceptions toward current and ideal instructional supervision and
evaluation of teachers currently employed in selected elementary
schools located on or near the four Indian reservations in North
Dakota.

The study was also designed so that it was possible to

compare the attitudes and perceptions of teachers on the basis of age.
In addition, the study compared attitudes and perceptions of teachers
employed by Bureau of Indian Affairs schools to those of teachers who
were employed by public schools.

The schools that were involved in the

study were Solen Elementary School, Solen; Dunseith Elementary School,
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Dunseith; Edwin Loe Elementary School, New Town; Mandaree Elementary
School, Mandaree; Minnewaukan Elementary School, Minnewaukan; St.
Michael Tribal School, St. Michael; Standing Rock Community Elementary
School, Fort Yates; and Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School,
Belcourt.
An attitude survey was administered to all members of the
teaching staffs in each of the schools.

The resulting data were

statistically treated, analyzed, and interpreted regarding the
attitudes and perceptions of teachers toward instructional supervision
and evaluation.

Delimitations
The study was delimited to the following:
1.

Elementary schools that serve Native American children.

2.

Solen Elementary School, Solen; Dunseith Elementary School,

Dunseith; Edwin Loe Elementary School, New Town; Mandaree Elementary
School, Mandaree; Minnewaukan Elementary School, Minnewaukan; St.
Michael Tribal School, St. Michael; Standing Rock Community Elementary
School, Fort Yates; and Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School,
Belcourt.

These schools are all located on or near Indian reservations

in North Dakota and serve large percentages of Native American children.
3.

The attitudes and perceptions of selected teachers toward

instructional supervision and evaluation.

The sample included only

teachers teaching kindergarten through grade six.
4.

The use of a nonstandardized assessment tool.

The

attitude survey was developed by the writer with the assistance of
educational administration personnel knowledgeable in the field of
instructional supervision.
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Assumptions
The study was based upon the following assumptions:
1.

There is a need for the employment of a systematic super

visory program to facilitate the improvement of teaching practices
and learning outcomes in schools
2.

The employment of a systematic supervisory program could

have a positive impact on instructional improvement.
3.

The instrument developed to assess the attitudes and

perceptions of teachers toward instructional supervision provided
valid, accurate, and appropriate data.
4.

The instrument designed to assess attitudes and percep

tions of teachers was appropriately administered.

Definitions of Terms
Some of the terms appearing in this study were used with a
specific meaning.

The terms and their meanings follow:

Clinical supervision.

A systematic form of staff supervision

for the purpose of improving instruction.

Clinical supervision is a

five-step process that includes a pre-observation conference,
observation session, analysis of data gathered during the observation
and strategy for conducting the post-observation conference, post
observation conference, and a post-conference analysis (Goldhammer,
Anderson, and Krajewski 1980).
Instructional supervision.
purpose of improving instruction.

Supervision conducted for the
Instructional supervision may

include observations, conferences, and the provision of other services
designed to aid the teacher in improving instruction.
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Supervision.

Administrative, curricular, and instructional

activities carried out by supervisors to facilitate the achievement
of instructional goals as stated by the educational institution.
Evaluation.

The assessment of a teacher's performance at

the end of a predetermined length of time for decisions regarding
contract renewal, nonrenewal, dismissal, and reassignment.
Supervisor.
staff.

The person in charge of supervising the teaching

The supervisor may be someone employed specifically for that

purpose and/or may be the principal or assistant principal.
Evaluator.

The person in charge of evaluating the teaching

staff.
Self-evaluation.

The process in which a teacher engages to

assess his/her own performance in the classroom in relationship to
the achievement of educational goals and objectives.

Research Questions
The study attempted to answer the following questions:
1.

What are the attitudes of elementary school teachers serving

Native American children toward teacher observations viewed as improve
ment of instruction?
2.

What are the attitudes of elementary school teachers serving

Native American children toward teacher observations viewed as evaluation?
3.

Is there a difference between the attitudes of elementary

school teachers serving Native American children toward instructional
supervision and the attitudes of elementary school teachers toward
evaluation?
4.

Is there a difference in the attitudes of elementary school

teachers serving Native American children between supervision for the
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improvement of instruction and supervision for the purpose of evaluation?
5.

Is there a difference between the current and ideal role of

instructional supervision for the purpose of improving instruction as
perceived by elementary school teachers who serve Native American
children?
6.

Is there a difference between the current and ideal role of

evaluation as perceived by elementary school teachers who serve Native
American children?

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Historical Perspective
The supervision of teaching had been a common practice in
schools in the United States since colonial times (Dull 1981) .
However, the field of supervision had not enjoyed a position of high
esteem in the public schools.

On the contrary, the supervision of

instruction had been fraught with many problems.

Mosher and Purpel

(1972) have identified the following problems associated with
instructional supervision:

(1) determining the quality of teachers,

(2) teacher resistance to supervisory activities, and (3) difficulty
in determining teaching expertise.
A brief review of the historical development of supervision
will help to provide a better understanding of the present state of
affairs in the field of instructional supervision.

There were four

rather distinct periods in the development of instructional super
vision.

During the first period, which existed from colonial times

until the Civil War, the responsibility for supervising teachers fell
into the hands of laymen.

Instructional supervision placed emphasis

on the inspection of schools and classrooms for the purpose of
enforcing rules and maintaining existing standards (Dull 1981) .
Swearingen (1962) provided an explanation of how supervision occurred
during the colonial period:
18
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Supervision appeared early in some of the colonies. In
1654 the General Court of Massachusetts Bay Colony directed
the selectmen of the towns to secure teachers of sound faith
and morality and to continue them in office only as long as
they met these requirements. Nothing was said specifically
about inspection or supervision of schools, but the enact
ment did imply a felt need for establishing some kind of
community responsibility for the success of the school.
(pp. 17-18)
Wiles and Bondi (1980) lent support to Swearingen's statement with
this description of supervisory activities in eighteenth-century
America:
Early schools in America utilized appointed boards of
laypersons or citizens to oversee school operations. Early
records indicate that these lay boards periodically reviewed
school facilities, equipment, and the progress of pupils
attending the schools. This early lay assistance,
fashioned after lay advisement to churches, soon became
a form of lay inspection and control. The relationship
of the inspectors with the teachers was often stern and
punitive. Characterized by directing, telling, and judging,
supervisory visits sometimes led to the dismissal of
teachers.
(p. 5)
Alfonso, Firth, and Neville (1981) described supervisory activities
conducted in schools during the colonial period in this manner:
It is apparent that educational supervision in
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century colonial America
was inspectional in nature and primarily a function of
the lay committee as they exerted jurisdiction over the
educational forms they created. The principal, or
principal-teacher, was not expected to supervise except
as the wishes of the citizenry were made known through
the lay committee. Improvement of instruction was
considered only in context of enforcing prescribed
instructional exercises and techniques.
(p. 22)
During the second period of development in educational
supervision, supervisory practices began to place some emphasis on
helping teachers to improve.

Professionals began to take over

supervisory responsibilities that previously had been delegated to
lay people.

According to Dull (1981),
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. . . the second period of development in educational
supervision emerged during the nineteenth century. The
concept of supervision during this whole century continued
to emphasize the inspection of school and classroom for
the sake of control and regulation, with some attention
paid to assisting teachers to improve. During this period,
educational professionals replaced largely the lay people
in doing the supervision. These new professional educators
were state, county, and local superintendents of schools
and principals.
(p. 2)
Wiles and Lovell (1975) provided a rationale for the gradual
evolvement of instructional supervision from being purely inspectional
in nature to a discipline at least somewhat concerned with teacher
improvement.

They also provided the reasoning for transferring the

responsibility from the hands of lay citizens to professional
educators.

They stated:

During the early part of the nineteenth century, the
schools were growing, population was growing, and people
were beginning to crowd into urban centers. This called
not only for multiple teachers but also for multiple
schools. As a result of the growing complexity of
school systems, the functions of lay boards or citizens'
committees began to be placed in the hands of superin
tendents, and the improvement of teaching became an
important function of these positions.
(p. 32)
The third period in the development of instructional super
vision witnessed a shift from inspection of schools and classrooms to
direct classroom observations that focused on teacher weaknesses.
Such observations were aimed at identifying teacher weaknesses with
the assumption that once those weaknesses were identified, supervision
could help teachers improve.

Dull (1981) presented this view of the

shift in the focus of supervision:
The third period, characterized by a general change in
supervision emphasis, occurred approximately from 1910 to
1935. During this period, supervision consisted of
supervising classroom instruction through direct classroom
observation and demonstration, with the focus of attention
being placed upon the teacher's weaknesses. In conference
with teachers after classroom visits, the supervisor tried
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to effect improvements in teaching. Demonstration teaching
and the use of an intricate system of rating teacher
efficiency was held in high regard during this period.
Responsibility for doing the supervision was generally
divided between principals and special supervisors or
helping teachers.
(p. 2)
Frederick Taylor's scientific management surfaced during the
third period in the development of instructional supervision.

Hersey

and Blanchard (1977) referred to the work of Taylor as follows:
The basis for his scientific management was techno
logical in nature. It was felt that the best way to
increase output was to improve the techniques or methods
used by workers. Consequently, he has been interpreted
as considering people as instruments or machines to be
manipulated by their leaders. Accepting this assumption,
other theorists of the scientific management movement
proposed that an organization as rationally planned and
executed as possible be developed to create more
efficiency in administration and consequently increase
production. Management was to be divorced from human
affairs and emotions. The result was that the people
or workers had to adjust to the management and not the
management to the people.
(p. 90)
Wiles (1967) described supervisory activities conducted in
schools during the early 1900s as "directing" and "judging"
activities.

Teachers were told what they were to do and supervisors

checked to see whether or not teachers had done as they had been told
According to Wiles, this form of supervision was necessitated by the
fact that teachers were not provided proper training and preservice
education.
The fourth period in the development of instructional super
vision witnessed the emergence of democratic supervision or human
relations supervision.

Democratic supervision was a cooperative form

of supervision that was characterized by a sharing of supervisory
responsibilities by the entire staff (Dull 1981) . Wiles and Lovell
(1975) described supervisory activities during this period as follows
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In the 1940s, or even as early as 1932, writers
described supervision as a cooperative enterprise. They
saw all the people in a school system supervising each
other. For "supervision," it would be possible to
substitute such phrases as helping each other, counseling
each other, planning with each other, or talking with
each other about how to improve the teaching-learning
situation. In this sense, the task of the person who is
designated as a supervisor is to make it easier for
people to supervise each other.
(pp. 3-4)
The concern for the human relations aspect of instructional
supervision was expressed in the literature from both a negative and
a positive standpoint.

In the following statement, Hersey and

Blanchard (1977) indicated the way in which the human relations
movement replaced the scientific management movement:
[Tjheorists argued that in addition to finding the
best technological methods to improve output, it was bene
ficial to management to look into human affairs. It was
claimed that the real power centers within an organization
were the interpersonal relations that developed within the
working unit. The study of these human relations was the
most important consideration for management and the analysis
of organization. The organization was to be developed
around the workers and had to take into consideration human
feelings and attitudes.
(pp. 90-91)
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) presented a more current, and what
might be interpreted by some as negative, view of human relations
supervision.

They stated:

Human relations supervision was a successful chal
lenge to traditional scientific management. Teachers
were to be viewed as "whole people" in their own right
rather than as packages of needed energy, skills, and
aptitudes to be used by administrators and supervisors.
Supervisors worked to create a feeling of satisfaction
among teachers by showing interest in them as people.
It was assumed that a satisfied staff would work harder
and would be easier to work with, to lead, and to control.
Participation was to be an important method, and its
objective was to make teachers feel that they are useful
and important to the school. "Personal feelings" and
"comfortable relationships" were the watchwords of human
relations.
(p. 4)
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Sergiovanni and Starratt also indicated that, while human relations
supervision was still widely advocated and is still used today, support
had diminished because it did not produce the desired results.
Sergiovanni and Starratt advocated a human resources form of super
vision to replace the human relations form of supervision.

According

to them, there was a distinct difference between human resources
supervision and human relations supervision:
Whereas human relations and human resources supervision
are, for example, both concerned with teacher satisfac
tion as a means to a smoother and more effective school.
The human relations supervisor might adopt shared decision
making because it would increase teacher satisfaction.
Satisfied teachers, it is assumed, would in turn be easier
to work with, and indeed to lead, and therefore effective
ness would be increased. . . .
The human resources supervisor, by contrast, views
satisfaction as a desirable end toward which teachers will
work. Satisfaction, according to this view, results from
the successful accomplishment of important and meaningful
work, and this sort of accomplishment is the key component
of school effectiveness.
(pp. 5-6)
In this sense, job satisfaction was a result of work accomplished
rather than work accomplished as a result of job satisfaction.

Definitions of Supervision
Definitions of supervision provided by noted experts in the
field of supervision held a general underlying theme.

A general

definition of supervision that would, in all likelihood, be acceptable
to experts in the field of supervision would be "those activities
carried out by supervisors to aid teachers in achieving the goal of
providing a formal education to children."

The following definitions

of instructional supervision have been provided by professionals in
the field:
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Supervision is what school personnel do with adults and
things for the purpose of maintaining or changing the opera
tion of the school in order to directly influence the
attainment of the major instructional goals of the school.
(Harris 1963, p. 11)
Instructional supervisory behavior is assumed to be an
additional behavior system formally provided by the organiza
tion for the purpose of interacting with the teaching
behavior system in such a way as to maintain, change, and
improve the provision and actualization of learning oppor
tunities for students. (Wiles and Lovell 1975, p. 6)
A review of major instructional supervision texts
supports the concept that the basic supervision function
is the improvement of instruction. Further examination
leads to the conclusion that instructional development
is the desired outcome of supervision's impact on
teachers and, therefore, supervisory efforts are
directed toward teachers in order to improve the
instructional program through the employment of a wide
range of processes and techniques.
(Krey, Netzer, and
Eye 1977, p. 16)
We consider the tasks of supervision to be teaching
teachers how to teach (in which working with teachers as
people is a significant subfunction), and professional
leadership in reformulating public education— more
specifically, its curriculum, its teaching and its
forms. (Mosher and Purpel 1972, p. 3)
Wiles (1967) described the responsibilities of supervisors as they
relate to instructional supervision in this manner:
They are the expediters. They help establish communi
cation. They help people hear each other. They serve as
liaison to get persons into contact with others who have
similar problems or with resource people who can help.
They stimulate staff members to look at the extent to
which ideas and resources are being shared, and the degree
to which persons are encouraged and supported as they try
new things. They make it easier to carry out the agree
ments that emerge from evaluation sessions. They listen
to individuals discuss their problems and recommend other
resources that may help in the search for solutions. They
bring to individual teachers, whose confidence they possess,
appropriate suggestions and materials. They sense, as
far as they are able, the feelings that teachers have about
the system and its policies, and they recommend that the
administration examine irritations among staff members.
They provide expertness in group operation, and provide
the type of meeting place and structure that facilitate
communication. They are, above all, concerned with helping
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people to accept each other, because they know that when
individuals value each other, they will grow through their
interaction together and will provide a better emotional
climate for pupil growth. The supervisor's role has become
supporting, assisting, and sharing, rather than directing.
(p. 10)
The current focus of instructional supervision and the roles
and responsibilities of supervisors remained supporting, assisting,
sharing, and helping teachers to grow by creating the kind of work
atmosphere that was conducive to professional growth and development.
Dull (1981) described the present emphasis of instructional supervi
sion in the following statements:
Supervisors should be concerned about the creation of
a classroom climate that is characterized by warm, human
relationships, which is permissive and challenging enough
to stimulate individual expression and creativity. This
climate should provide satisfactory recognition, status,
and security to all.
Supervision must heavily emphasize group process along
with individualized activities. Supervisors must set up
the organizational conditions to facilitate group activities
on instructional matters of concern to local school people.
Faculty members must be given an opportunity to engage in
the identification and solution of problems that are
significant to them. (pp. 8-9)
The roles and responsibilities of the instructional supervisor,
as described by Wiles (1967) and Dull (1981), made it clearly evident
that the goals of the instructional supervision program could be
attained by creating a school climate that fostered individual growth,
expression, and creativity and provided opportunities for group
interaction and communication.

Teachers, administrators, and students

must work together and independently to improve instruction.

Theoretical Assumptions Related to
Instructional Supervision
According to Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979), "present super
visory practices in schools are based on one, or a combination, of
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three general supervisory theories— traditional scientific management,
human relations, and neoscientific management" (p. 3).

Frederick W.

Taylor was credited with the development of the scientific management
theory.

In fact, he has often been referred to as the "father of

scientific management."

Benton (1972) provided a brief history of

the evolvement of Taylor's scientific management theory:
Taylor was born in Philadelphia in 1856 and attended the
Phillips Exeter Academy. Taylor's work was a result of his
inability to tolerate inefficient use of human resources.
It was during his work as a consultant for Bethlehem Steel
Works that he began experimenting with ways in which to
increase productivity through efficient use of resources.
Taylor's great contribution to the field of management
theory and practice lies in the disavowal of guesswork and
reliance on trial and error; flying not "by the seat of the
pants," but by scientific instruments.
(p. 30)
The underlying philosophy of traditional scientific management
supervision placed a very high emphasis on control, accountability,
and efficiency with clear-cut superordinate-subordinate relationships.
People were viewed as appendages of the management who must carry out
job responsibilities assigned by the management.

In the educational

setting, "teachers are heavily supervised in an effort to ensure for
administrators, supervisors, and the public that good teaching will
take place" (Sergiovanni and Starratt 1979, p. 5).
Mosher and Purpel (1972) provided this rationale for the need
to implement a scientific approach in the supervision of teaching:
The scientific approach to supervision emphasizes careful
empirical research and administrative efficiency. These
values, in effect, represent faith in the possibility of
objectively measuring critical behavior related to effec
tive teaching, and imply an assumption that teaching
behavior can be carefully controlled and regulated for
optimal operation. . . . Supervisors who operate in
this tradition see it as their job to encourage and conduct
research and to interpret the findings to teachers as a
basis for improving their teaching. . . . [T]here is emphasis
on efficient administration and tight organization. These
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practices, which originated in the scientific management
of industry, are regarded as a means of bringing economy,
order and stability to the schools. A significant charac
teristic of the efficiency-oriented theory of administration
is the importance placed on hierarchy, organization and
evaluation— critical values in any institution bent on
"efficiency" and "productivity." (p. 15)
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) provided a less-than-glowing
commentary on the application of the scientific management approach
to supervision with this statement:
Increasingly, the emphasis in schools has shifted from
classroom supervision to general supervision, and this is
the scientific-management side of the ideology question.
In the scientific-management view it is felt that if one
can focus primarily on educational program administration
and supervision through developing a materials-intensive
curriculum, usually linked to a detailed curriculum syllabus
or detailed predetermined objectives, then teachers can be
supervised in classrooms by remote control. Teaching
behavior becomes more predictable and reliable as teaching
objectives and materials become more detailed, structured,
and standardized. Thus we can control what teachers do by
controlling the objectives they pursue, the materials they
use, the curriculum they follow, the assignments and tests
they give, and the schedule they follow.
(p. 284)
Sergiovanni and Starratt also believed that the language of the
scientific management movement was irresistible to educators and,
as a result, activities related to the improvement of instruction
were contrary to the popular belief that teaching was an artistic
enterprise rather than a scientific one.
While the efficiency of the scientific management movement
had some influence in the way schools were operated, there were those
who were less than pleased with the approach.

Lewis and Miel (1972)

voiced the concerns of people who viewed scientific management as a
method of programming behavior in this manner:
Taylor and his efficiency movement influenced the style
of management and supervision in education as well as in
business and industry. However, there were those who
challenged his view of the human organism as a simple
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machine responding to stimuli in a fixed manner and those
who challenged his view of the organization as a stable
entity functioning in a well-defined environment. They
wanted explanations for the unanticipated consequences.
(p. 61)
The general supervisory theories of human relations supervision
or democratic supervision began to evolve in the thirties during a
time when people questioned the results of the scientific management
form of staff supervision.

According to Wiles and Lovell (1975), the

development of the human relations form of supervision was the result
of years of study of organizational management.

It became apparent

that the organizational needs and goals were not consistent with the
needs and goals of the individual.

During the second quarter of the

twentieth century, the educational organization began to be concerned
with the feelings, emotions, and needs of the human beings in the
educational setting.

The human relations approach to management and

supervision grew out of the expressed concern regarding the
individual.
Lucio and McNeil (1979) described the rationale behind the
move from the traditional form of supervision to a more democratic
form of supervision as such:
Related to the economic and social transformations of the
depression and war years were spirited pleas for a kind of
supervision which would embrace the ideals of a democratic
order. Instead of emphasis upon tradition— the leader and
the led— supervision became associated with precepts
respecting human personality and encouraging wide participa
tion in the formulation of policy.
(p. 10)
The human relations approach viewed teachers as whole
entities capable of assessing their performance and making rational,
intelligent decisions in relation to the educational work environment
(Sergiovanni and Starratt 1979).

The general atmosphere of the
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institution implementing a human relations form of management and
supervision was one that encouraged staff participation in decision
making and expressed concern for teacher job satisfaction.

Central

to the human relations approach to supervision was the "building and
motivating of harmonious relationships so that employees would feel
that they were in some sense partners" (Lewis and Miel 1972, p. 62).
Emphasis was placed on "importance of coordination through direct
control by the individuals involved" (Lewis and Miel 1972, p. 61).
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979), in their promotion of human
resources supervision as a replacement for human relations super
vision, indicated that the assumption of the human relations theory
was that good personal feelings and participation in decision making
and problem solving within the school would make teachers feel useful
and important.

These feelings, in turn, would create a feeling of

satisfaction on the part of teachers, making them easier to direct,
lead, and control.
Harrison (1968) offered a more positive perspective of the
human relations approach with this statement:
The problems of educational supervision are problems
of both heart and mind, involving not only the logical and
scientific but the personal and emotional. In supervision,
emphasis must be on the job to be done. The job to be done
in this instance is to get the very best from individuals
and groups. This can be best accomplished when leadership
is viewed as a function of the total personnel— a process
of mutual stimulation growing out of the situation in
which the group finds itself. This is possible only when
encouragement is given to the uniqueness inherent in
individuals, where conformity is not demanded, and where
each has a chance to be heard and to register approval or
disapproval of a proposed course of action without fear of
recrimination.
(p. 98)
Doll (1983) referred to human relations supervision as a means
by which the management could influence workers in achieving the
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goals of the institutions by allowing them to participate in decision
making and problem solving.

In Doll's estimation, the problem solving

and decision making in which staff members engaged were usually minor
and were intended to make workers feel they were important and
significant contributors to the decision-making process of the
organization.

The false sense of participation and contribution

created by the organization would foster a desire to achieve organiza
tional goals.
During the sixties and seventies, emphasis began to be placed
on the neoscientific form of supervision.

Doll (1983) defined neo-

scientific supervision as follows: "a renewed attempt to make instruc
tion exact and measurable, with competency-based or performance-based
education the theme" (p. 10).
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) indicated that the neoscientific form of supervision grew out of a concern that the human
relations form of supervision did not achieve the results that it
was intended to achieve.

Therefore, there was concern that the

teacher in the classroom was being neglected.

According to Sergio

vanni and Starratt, neoscientific management and traditional scientific
management have in common the "interest in control, accountability,
and efficiency," and are concerned with "teacher competencies,"
"performance objectives," and "cost-benefit analysis" (p. 5).
Sergiovanni and Starratt described the emphasis of neoscientific
management and its relationship to instructional supervision as
follows:
The task dimension, concern for job, and
highly specified performance objectives, all
in human relations supervision, are strongly
neoscientific management though often at the

concern for
so lacking
emphasized in
expense of the
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human dimension. Neoscientific management relies heavily on
externally imposed authority and as a result often lacks
acceptance from teachers.
(p. 5)
A fourth theory that had been discussed by various authors,
but not referred to as one of the major theories governing the
supervision of instruction, was the human resources supervision
theory.

In theory, human resources supervision had the potential to

accomplish the tasks set forth by human relations supervision, and
needed to be considered as a viable approach to supervision for the
purpose of improving not only instruction but the entire educational
environment (Sergiovanni and Starratt 1979).
Lovell and Wiles (1983) discussed the need for organizational
leaders to tap the human resources in their organizations to the
fullest extent in an effort to utilize the competence and creativity
of workers in the achievement of organizational goals.

According to

Lovell and Wiles, organizations were not utilizing the potential of
members within the organization to make significant contributions
to the achievement of organizational goals.

Lovell and Wiles further

stated that
. . . the human resources model is built on the assump
tion of organization members as important sources of ideas,
problem solvers, decision makers, and controllers. The
purpose of participation is to utilize these important human
resources and improve organizational decision making,
performance, and control.
(p. 52)
Doll (1983) proposed that teachers need and desire a form of
supervision that viewed them as co-workers in schools.

They

were, indeed, willing to utilize their full potential as decision
makers, problem solvers, and participatory employees to satisfactorily
achieve the goals of the organization.
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Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) referred to the human
resources supervisor as a link between the management and instructional
subsystems of an educational institution as follows:
As a human resources link, the supervisor is not viewed
as an administrative tool or organizational buffer but as a
key member of the school's leadership team. Here the super
visor is a critical link between the school's organizational
and management subsystem and its educational-instructional
subsystem. This is indeed an in-the-middle view, but here
the supervisor serves an integrating rather than buffering
role. It is assumed that though educational programs and
instruction exist within an organized setting, organization
and management exist to serve educational programs and
instruction. That being the case, the integrating role of
the supervisor is considered critical in the administrative
hierarchy, and he or she assumes a key role in school
district decision making. The reasons why the school exists
constitute the supervisor's primary area of responsibility.
(p. 20)
It is apparent that Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) , Doll
(1983), and Lovell and Wiles (1983) all agreed that the human resources
theory regarding supervision for instructional improvement had the
potential to achieve the desired goals in educational institutions
that practices based on scientific management, human relations super
vision, and neoscientific management theories were unable to achieve.
It would appear that this agreement was based on the assumption that
human resources supervision did not attempt to coerce or force workers
to work to achieve desired goals, but rather viewed people as valuable
resources that must be tapped to achieve institutional goals in the
most efficient, effective manner possible.

Roles of the Supervisor
The instructional supervisor had been assigned a variety of
roles and responsibilities that were administrative, curricular, and
instructional in nature.

Wiles and Bondi (1980) have identified a
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number of administrative, curricular, and instructional tasks for
which the supervisor had partial responsibility.

The administrative

tasks identified by Wiles and Bondi were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Setting and prioritizing goals
Establishing standards and developing policies
Providing long-range planning
Designing organizational structures
Identifying and securing resources
Selecting personnel and staffing
Providing adequate facilities
Securing necessary funding
Organizing for instruction
Promoting school-community relations.
(pp. 32-33)

Wiles and Bondi also identified the following supervision tasks that
were curriculum oriented:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Determining instructional objectives
Surveying needs and conducting research
Developing programs and planning changes
Relating programs to various special services
Selecting materials and allocating resources
Orienting and renewing instructional staff
Suggesting modification in facilities
Estimating expenditure needs for instruction
Preparing for instructional programs
Developing and disseminating descriptions of school
programs.
(pp. 33-34)

According to Wiles and Bondi, supervisory tasks that were instructional
in nature were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Developing instructional plans
Evaluating programs
Initiating new programs
Redesigning instructional organization
Delivering instructional resources
Advising and assisting teachers
Evaluating facilities and overseeing modifications
Dispersing and applying funds
Conducting and coordinating in-service programs
Reacting to community needs and inquiries.
(p. 34)
Dull (1981) described the role of the instructional supervisor

as a helping role.

The supervisor must work to create an educational

environment that was characterized by warm, human relations and
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fostered both teacher and pupil growth and development.

Dull (1981)

provided this description of how supervisors work to achieve educa
tional goals:
Now supervisors are concerned with the total teaching
learning situation. Instead of focusing entirely on the
teacher and the material of instruction, they form
partnerships with teachers in focusing attention on the
identification and solution of educational problems.
Supervisors work with teachers, pupils, administrators, and
community leaders to improve instruction.
(p. 8)
Harris (1963) identified ten major tasks associated with
supervision that were similar to those listed by Wiles and Bondi
(1980).

Harris provided this general statement regarding the role

of supervision in the school setting:
Supervision can be seen realistically only as a part of
a larger entity— the operation of the educational system.
What the specific organizational arrangements for education
are makes no difference for this purpose. We can concep
tualize supervision as one part of a total operation geared
to producing certain learnings. More specifically, we can
think of the school operation as a learning-producing
enterprise with instruction as the basic production technique.
An array of non-instructional endeavors is included in the
total operation, which involves various organizations at
national, regional, state, area, community, school, and
classroom levels. An adequate conception of supervision
must be one which applies equally well to all of the
designated endeavors regardless of their place in the total
operation.
(p. 6)
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) indicated that the
role of the supervisor was difficult to define due to the lack of
consistency of various school systems in assigning titles and
responsibilities to instructional supervisors.

They stated:

The supervisor's role is very often too generally
defined, and it varies from school system to school system.
In addition, the supervisor can be referred to by any of
such various titles as helping teacher, resource teacher,
instructional specialist, master teacher, coordinator,
curriculum specialist, educational assistant, consultant,
advisor, instructional assistant, assistant superintendent
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(for curriculum or instruction), department head, director,
and the like.
Many of the recognized problems concerning varying
role perceptions in supervision are due to the fact that
specific supervisory role assignments still remain in
developmental stages, and many newly appointed and experienced
supervisors accept responsibilities having had little, if any,
preparation. The evolving supervisory role is being shaped
by a myriad of forces, both social and educational. Yet, the
bottom line for the supervisory role is, as Muriel Crosby
says, "to make it possible to help teachers help themselves
become more skilled in the processes of fostering children's
learning." The demand for students' learning is becoming
greater, through [sic] we still do see, in some situations,
promotions to a supervisory position of those personnel who
possess neither the requisite skills nor the preparation.
(pp. 16-17)
Sullivan (1972) observed and analyzed the supervisory behavior
of system-level supervisors in a metropolitan area.

The supervisory

behavior of the supervisors was compared to the ten major task areas
identified by Harris (1963).

Sullivan's study revealed that

supervisors served a much different purpose than those stated in the
literature on instructional supervision.

Sullivan provided the

following generalizations that described the function of supervision:
1. The supervisor's major purpose is maintenance of
the day-to-day operations of the school system
2. The supervisor is a center of communication,
serving interpersonal, informational, and decisional
functions within the school system
3. Communication is highly personal; direct verbal
contact with those in similar status positions within
the school system takes up the major portion of work time
4. Both the supervisor's time and activities are
highly fragmented.
(p. 450)
Burch and Danley (1980b) identified ten essential supervisory
roles that could lead to the improvement of the quality of instruc
tional programs.

They were:

1.

Host-Ceremonial

2.

Formal Communicator

3.

External Contacts
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4.

Informational and Dissemination

5.

Resource Allocator

6.

Training and Development

7.

Observation and Evaluation

8.

Motivational

9.

Crisis Management

10.

Maintenance

Using these supervisory roles as a guide, Burch and Danley developed
a supervisory self-assessment instrument that aided the supervisor in
accomplishing the supervisory tasks necessary to improve the
instructional program.
The identification of the roles and responsibilities of the
instructional supervisor by various authors in the discipline made it
clear that instructional supervisors must have been involved in a wide
variety of activities if they were to achieve institutional goals and
objectives.

As had been noted by Goldhammer, Anderson, and

Krajewski (1980), instructional supervisors must possess the necessary
skills and preparation if they were to achieve desired institutional
goals.

Supervisory Models
Several instructional supervisory models have been developed
over the years that were designed to improve instruction and that held
in common some basic, general characteristics.

Most of the models

were combinations of clinical supervision and other aspects of
instructional leadership.
Cogan (1973) developed the clinical supervisory cycle,
comprised of eight phases which were designed to help teachers
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improve what they did in the classroom.

The eight clinical supervisory

phases, as described by Cogan, were:
Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Establishing the teacher-supervisor relationship
Planning with the teacher
Planning the strategy of observation
Observing instruction
Analyzing the teaching-learning processes
Planning the strategy of the conference
The conference
Renewed planning. (pp. 10-12)

Cogan provided a general description of the relationship between
clinical supervision and the improvement of instruction with this
statement:
Clinical supervision is focused upon the improvement
of the teacher's classroom instruction. The principal
data of clinical supervision include records of class
room events: what the teacher and students do in the
classroom during the teaching-learning processes. These
data are supplemented by information about the teacher's
and students' perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and know
ledge relevant to the instruction. Such information
may relate to states and events occurring prior to, during,
and following any segment of instruction to be analyzed.
The clinical domain is the interaction between a specific
teacher or team of teachers and specific students, both
as a group and as individuals. Clinical supervision may
therefore be defined as the rationale and practice
designed to improve the teacher's classroom performance.
It takes its principal data from the events of the
classroom. The analysis of these data and the relation
ship between teacher and supervisor form the basis of the
program, procedures, and strategies designed to improve
the students' learning by improving the teacher's classroom
behavior.
(p. 9)
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) also published a
book titled Clinical Supervision and developed a clinical supervisory
process designed to help teachers to improve instruction.

The

clinical supervisory process designed by these authors was composed
of five stages.

They were:
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1.

Pre-observation conference: During this stage, the

supervisor and teacher developed a "procedural framework for the
supervisory sequence to follow" (p. 33).

The teacher and supervisor

worked together to plan the teaching session to be observed and the
activities directly related to observation of the teaching session.
Usually, the following items were discussed during the pre-observation
conference:
a)

Objectives of the lesson

b)

Relationship of the lesson objectives to the

overall learning program being implemented
c)

Activities to be observed

d)

Assessment procedures

e)

Specific description of items or problems on

which the teacher wants feedback
During the pre-observation conference, the supervisor and teacher also
established the ground rules of the observation.

Together they

decided when the observation was to take place, length of the
observation, where the observation was to take place, and other such
aspects that helped to ensure that the observation ran smoothly and
did not interfere with the lesson.
2.

Observation: During the actual classroom observation,

it was the observer's task to record actual observable events or
behavior based on the agreement reached between the supervisor and the
teacher during the post-observation conference.

It was usually

helpful to use a form designed for recording observation data.

The

observer was instructed to refrain from creating distractions or
disturbances that would interfere with the lesson being observed.
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3.

Analysis and strategy: According to Goldhammer, Anderson,

and Krajewski (1980), the analysis and strategy stage of the clinical
supervision cycle served two general purposes.

They stated:

Stage 3 is intended for two general purposes: first, in
Analysis, to make sense out of the observational data, to
make them intelligible and manageable; and second, in
Strategy, to plan the management of the supervision
conference to follow— that is, to determine what issues to
treat, which data to cite, what goals to aim for, how to
begin, where to end, and who should do what.
(p. 37)
During the analysis and strategy stage, the following guidelines
should be observed:
a)

The observer(s) should refrain from making ANY value

statements for the first several minutes of the analysis
b)

The observer(s) reconstruct the details of the lesson

observed to establish a common ground of discussion
c)

Positive aspects of the lesson in terms of

behavior— not personality— are discussed
d)

The observer(s) analyze the specific data collected

as a result of the teacher's request
e)

Alternatives and suggestions to help the teacher

are agreed upon
f)

A plan or strategy is developed to present feed

back to the teacher.

The plan or strategy is not always discussed

during the analysis session so the observer(s) should agree upon which
behaviors can be most readily altered as a result of the observation.
4.

Post-observation conference: Goldhammer, Anderson, and

Krajewski (1980) presented the following purposes served by the
implementation of the post-observation conference:
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1. provision of lesson feedback for improving future
teaching.
2. provision of adult rewards and satisfaction.
3. definition and authentication of issues in teaching.
4. provision of didactic help.
5. provision of training in techniques of teacher
se1f-imp rovemen t.
6. development of incentives for professional selfanalysis.
(p. 142)
The post-observation conference was to be conducted in accordance with
the strategies planned during the analysis and strategy stage of the
cycle.

The exchange of information that resulted during the conference

was intended to help the teachers improve teaching techniques and
strategies.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) described the intent of

the post-observation conference in this manner:
The conference is an opportunity and setting for teacher
and supervisor to exchange information about what was
intended in a given lesson or unit and what actually happened.
The success of the conference depends upon the extent to
which the process of clinical supervision is viewed as
formative, focused evaluation intended to understand and
improve professional practice.
(p. 311)
5.

Post-conference analysis: The post-conference analysis

provided the supervisor and teacher with the opportunity to analyze
what had occurred during the conference stage of the clinical super
visory process and served as a self-improvement mechanism.

Goldhammer,

Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) noted that the post-conference analysis
should include:
1. Assessment of the conference, in terms of
(a) the teacher's criteria, as determined in the
preobservation conference,
(b) the supervisory criteria, and
(c) the apparent value of the conference to the
teacher.
2. Evaluation of the supervisor's skill in handling
the several phases of the cycle.
(p. 177)
Basically, the post-conference analysis provided the supervisor and
the teacher with information by which they could assess the degree to
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which supervision was working productively.

Goldhammer, Anderson,

and Krajewski described how the post-conference analysis could be
utilized to improve the supervisory process in this manner:
Ideally the postconference analysis should comprise both
a tete-b-tdte session and Supervisor's self-reflective
session. The tete-a-t§te session is a postconference analysis
with Teacher or, in some cases, with colleagues or significant
others. In this joint session are examined the pluses and
minuses of supervision techniques used, the implicit and
explicit assumptions made, the values and emotional variables
considered, and the technical and process goals effected.
Data obtained from this examination assist Supervisor in
making decisions to modify practices to better meet both
Teacher's and Supervisor's needs. Participation in this part
of the observation cycle enhances Supervisor's efforts to
understand the intellectual and emotional dimensions of
Teacher's work. The self-reflective session is a singularly
planned and attended analysis by Supervisor, with the aid
of notes, tapes, and any observational analysis gathered
during the process of the cycle, together with other prior
information relating to the supervisor-teacher relationship
and interaction . . . .
(pp. 177-178)
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) emphasized that
clinical supervision was a subset of the instructional supervisory
program and should not be viewed as the total instructional super
visory program.

Clinical supervision was the subset of the general

supervisory program that focused on the interaction between the
teacher and the student in the teaching/learning environment— the
classroom.

The employment of the clinical supervisory process

allowed instructional supervisors to "work with and for teachers so
that some direct change for improvement of their teaching repertoire
may occur— the beneficiary of which will be the student" (Krajewski
1977, p. 5).
Bellon et al. (1978) have developed what they termed "the
synergetic supervisory process."

The process developed by Bellon

et al. was similar to the clinical supervisory process in many
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respects.

According to Bellon et al.,

. . . the synergetic process described in this book
includes specific activities which have been derived from
clinical supervision. The process includes: a pre-observation
conference in which a lesson is discussed and clarified;
careful observation of the lesson by a skilled supervisor;
and a post-observation conference in which the teacher
and supervisor jointly analyze the data and information
collected during the observation phase. . . . During the
observation phase the supervisor concentrates on recording
objective data and refrains from making subjective or
opinionated judgments. The recorded data then serve as a
basis for the joint analysis by the teacher and supervisor
of the instruction that took place during the period of
observation. This is accomplished during the post
observation conference in which the teacher and supervisor
must attempt to determine patterns that may have emerged
during the instructional process. Identified patterns
are then evaluated in relation to the objectives to deter
mine if they enhanced or hindered the achievement of the
stated objectives. Future planning of instruction is then
based upon the analysis and evaluation.
(p. 8)
In the synergetic supervisory process, emphasis was placed upon human
relations.

The development of good human relations was considered to

be crucial to the implementation of a successful instructional
supervisory process.

Bellon et al. stated:

Synergetic supervision emphasizes human relations in
the supervisory process. Those who work with clinical
supervision also recognize that good human relations are
essential to the success of the clinical process. The
supervisor should spend considerable time developing
good relations with teachers before visiting their class
rooms for the purpose of observation.
(pp. 8-9)
According to Bellon et al. (1978), four basic assumptions were
inherent in the development and implementation of any supervisory
program.

The development of the synergetic supervisory process for

improving instruction was based on these four assumptions:
1.

There were certain identifiable patterns of behavior that

govern the act of teaching.

43

2.

Improvement of instruction could occur as a result of

changing selected patterns of teaching behavior.
3.

Change in teaching behavior was dependent upon the

establishment of mutual trust in the supervisor-teacher relationship.
4.

The primary purpose of instructional supervision was the

improvement of instruction.
It was clearly evident that the people instrumental in the
development of the supervisory models discussed to this point placed
high emphasis on the development of a good working relationship based
on mutual trust that would ensure the successful implementation of the
model.

While the number of stages or phases varied according to each

supervisory model, all had three phases of the general supervisory
cycle in common: pre-observation conference, observation, and post
observation conference.

The emphasis placed upon these three phases

of the supervisory cycle was indicative of the importance of
cooperatively planning the observation that was to take place,
conducting the observation session in the most objective manner
possible, and cooperative analysis of the observation and other
aspects of the process that occurred during the post-observation
conference.
Wiles and Bondi (1980) developed the Alternative Supervision
Model for classroom supervision in response to what they considered
to be classroom supervisory practices that had become "a retarding
influence on instructional improvement" (p. 132).

To offset the

"retarding influence" that traditional models have had on the improve
ment of instruction, "a form of classroom supervision that is positive
in its orientation, nonthreatening in its manner, open in its
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communication, and continuous in its application" (p. 132) was
necessary.
The Alternative Supervision Model for classroom supervision
developed by Wiles and Bondi (1980) consisted of six major steps.
They were:
1. During released time within the school day, staff members
collectively identify key performance/problem areas in
instruction according to the goals of the system in which
they work. These areas are then ranked by the staff as
to importance. Supervisors might use a "ranking" device
to identify the "key" areas.
2. Staff members collectively describe behaviors which, as a
composite, indicate the optimal (desired) performance or
solution in each area from item 1. The descriptions, as
a whole, form an exemplary instructional profile. This
profile is disseminated to all persons affected by the
supervisory process.
3. At an agreed upon time, the supervisor observes the
instructional performance of the classroom teacher to
record and assess the current condition of instruction
in each of the teacher determined areas from item 1.
4. Viewing the instructional pattern of the classroom
teacher as a totality, the supervisor and teacher
conduct a "discrepancy analysis" to identify those
areas where performance deviates most from desired
conditions. At this point, the behaviors which mediate
between the actual and desired state in "priority"
categories are identified. Accuracy of both teacher
performance and observer viewing are discussed.
5. In the "priority" areas the teacher, with the assistance
of the supervisor, sets improvement goals. The super
visor sets observational goals at the same time. These
goals describe anticipated changes in behavior on the
part of the teacher and the supervisor, the evidence
which will be accepted as proof of improvement by both,
and a time by which the desired changes will occur.
6. On the date identified in item 5, the supervisor
returns to the classroom to observe and "validate" the
progress of instructional improvement and observation.
At this time, also, new improvement goals are set.
By this mean's, classroom instruction and observational
technique are continually being upgraded toward the
ideal profile with emphasis directed toward eradication
of the greatest deficiencies.
(pp. 133-134)
Wiles and Bondi (1980) offered several advantages that the
supervision-by-objectives model had over the traditional models that

45

have dominated classroom supervision practices in the past.

The

advantages of using the supervision-by-objectives model, as identified
by Wiles and Bondi, were as follows:
1.

Rather than focusing on intangibles, the supervisory

process focused on teacher performances jointly agreed upon by the
teacher and the supervisor.
2.

The supervisor and the teacher were involved in planning,

defining, and monitoring the professional growth of each in an attempt
to improve instructional performances.

This cooperative process of

supervision helped to reduce the threat level that was usually
associated with standard supervisory practices.
3.

The collective effort on the part of staff members to

identify common performance/problem areas could save valuable super
visory time that would normally be used to help individual teachers
identify specific problem areas.
4.

The supervision-by-objectives process encouraged sharing

of expertise and cooperative planning among teachers.
5.

The versatility of the process was well suited to the

ever-changing demands of the instructional environment.
6.

The model provided an objective, fair, and productive

manner through which teachers and supervisors could work to improve
instruction.
There were several major differences between the models based
on the clinical supervisory process and the Alternative Supervision
Model developed by Wiles and Bondi (1980).

Where the clinical

supervisory process focused on the individual teacher's teaching
behaviors and patterns, the Alternative Supervision Model emphasized
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that the identification of teaching behaviors upon which the classroom
observations would focus was the result of a collective effort on the
part of teachers to identify major areas of concern common to all
staff members and classroom settings.

The resulting observations

inherent in the Alternative Supervision Model focused on those
teaching behaviors identified by staff members as key performance/
problem areas in instruction.
The post-observation conference phase of the clinical super
vision process provided the supervisor and teacher with an opportunity
to analyze the teaching session on the basis of the agreement made
between the supervisor and teacher during the pre-observation
conference.

Step four of the Alternative Supervision Model allowed

the supervisor and teacher to meet to conduct a discrepancy analysis
in an attempt to identify those areas where teaching performance
deviated from what the teaching staff had identified as "desired
conditions" (Wiles and Bondi 1980, p. 133).
It was doubtful that supervisors and educators, in general,
would ever agree on a "best" model for the supervision of instruction.
However, all would probably agree that supervision for the purpose
of improving instruction was a concept that must not be ignored if
educational institutions were to attain educational goals in the most
efficient, effective, and productive manner possible.

The following

statement by Wiles (1967) was indicative of the need to implement a
well-planned instructional supervisory program that would aid teachers
in their professional growth and development:
Supervision consists of the establishment of a structure
in which the staff can participate in decisions, whether
this be city-wide or within a building. People grow as they
attempt to solve problems. People grow as they seek better
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answers. Unless supervisors have created the kind of
structure through which people can participate in decisions,
they deny the possibility of many people being able to
secure the kind of interaction through which they share
and grow through interchange of ideas.
(pp. 5-6)

Teacher Evaluation
The need for evaluating the performance of teaching staff
cannot, in the writer's judgment, be refuted.

The acknowledgment of

the fact that staff evaluation was a crucial element in the improve
ment of instruction and in the achievement of institutional goals
had caused staff evaluation to receive much attention in recent
educational literature.
Hyman (1975) cited laws enacted during the early 1970s that
have had an impact on evaluation procedures conducted by supervisors.
The "Fair Dismissal" Act, passed by the legislature of New York 1 July
1972, and the Stull Act, passed by the California legislation in July
1971, provided guidelines that must be followed in evaluating and
making recommendations in regard to nontenured teachers.

In 1974, the

Supreme Court of New Jersey ruled that teachers who were not rehired
must be made aware of the reasons for the decisions and that such
teachers had a right to an informal hearing with the board of
education.

Hyman added:

These new laws and court decisions do not create a
"whole new ball game" for a supervisory program. Competent
supervisors have always shown good reasons when recommending
that teachers be rehired, transferred, or dismissed. They
have always helped teachers improve. What these laws and
court decisions do is require supervisors to be more
judicious, . . . more precise, more helping.
(p. 9)
Harrison (1968) acknowledged the need for staff evaluation in education
with this statement:

48

The evaluation of teaching effectiveness is an essential
part of any worthwhile program of instructional improvement.
It is also one of the most difficult of all the supervisor's
professional responsibilities. It is not only desirable, it
is unavoidable. For as long as there have been teachers,
there have been efforts of one kind or another to appraise
and pass judgment on their work. But much of this judgment
has been haphazard, based on scanty and often conflicting
evidence. It has not infrequently been of questionable
value.
(p. 253)
Strong criticisms regarding the practices and purposes of
staff evaluations had accompanied the acknowledgment of the need for
the evaluation of teaching.

Popham (1975) presented his criticism

of past staff evaluation practices in education with the following
statements:
Typically, a principal visits a teacher's classroom on
one or more occasions, then summarizes the results of these
visitations on some sort of appraisal form. These evaluation
results are entered in the school district's files for each
teacher. Results of such evaluations are ostensibly
employed to make promotion, tenure, and dismissal decisions
about the teachers who are evaluated. There is sometimes
an improvement sequence built into such an evaluation cycle,
for instance, having the principal and teacher confer about
possible improvements suggested by the principal.
But any serious review of these so-called evaluation
operations will reveal that rarely, if ever, is a teacher
evaluated so adversely that any serious negative conse
quences occur.
We come to the inescapable conclusion that many teacher
evaluation systems that have been used in this country
during recent decades have been largely ritualistic. Few,
if any, teachers have ever been fired. Few, if any,
teachers have ever been given accelerated promotions.
(p. 284)
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) have also criticized the manner
in which staff evaluations had been conducted.

They charged that staff

evaluation procedures, in their present form, typically included rating
scales, grading, and classifying teachers on the basis of certain
traits that the supervisor deemed important.

The evaluation form was

usually filled out following a classroom observation session that may
have lasted anywhere from one-half hour to one hour.

Occasionally,
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conferences with the person being evaluated may have been conducted.

The

evaluation culminated when both parties signed the evaluation instrument.
This activity may have occurred once or twice a year for tenured staff
and two or four times a year for new or nontenured staff members.
Dunn and Dunn (1977) criticized the use of evaluation instru
ments that measured teacher performance based on inappropriate
criteria.

They stated:

Many widely used evaluation instruments include some
criteria that are inappropriate for determining the
quality of teaching performance or the improvement of the
teaching-learning process and omit others that would be
highly indicative of professional excellence.
(p. 186)
Dunn and Dunn identified several administrative, social, and extra
personnel responsibilities that, in effect, diminished "the profes
sionalism of the teaching role and requires that it become so
all-inclusive that attention is focused away from those characteristics
that describe an effective teacher" (p. 187).
McGreal's (1982) criticism of teacher evaluation practices
stemmed from what he viewed as the difficulty on the part of super
visors and evaluators to separate instructional supervision from
teacher evaluation.

He stated:

Traditional evaluation models have stressed teacher
accountability, while supervisory models have emphasized
instructional improvement. This dual emphasis requires
evaluators to walk a fine line between accountability
and improvement, which is extraordinarily difficult to
do. Evaluators must make a choice between the two; the
likelihood of success is greater when there is consistency
within a system.
(p. 303)
Because traditional teacher-evaluation models stressed teacher
accountability, supervisors must assume the responsibility for
collecting data that would be used to conduct a summative evaluation
of the teacher's performance.

McGreal pointed out:
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Approaches founded on this attitude are generally based
on a misunderstanding of the requirements of documentation
or a lack of basic information about what is needed for
teacher dismissal. Experience and available data suggest
that evaluation systems based on accountability promote
negative feelings about evaluation which, in turn, lead to
a lack of participation and a lower likelihood of teachers
being willing to alter classroom behavior. On the other
hand, systems built around the concept of improving
instruction are always accompanied by an acceptable level
of accountability information. An attitude must prevail
that the purpose of the evaluation system, particularly
for tenured teachers, is truly to help teachers improve
instruction.
(p. 303)
According to McGreal, even when districts claimed that the actual purpose
of teacher evaluation was to improve instruction, methods employed to
improve instruction were often counterproductive.

Instrumentation

used to acquire data related to the teacher's classroom performance
was designed to provide information that would be used to make
decisions that were administrative in nature.
Past evaluation processes and practices, as previously described,
have caused staff evaluation to be viewed by many as a threat.

Dull

(1981) provided professionals in education with cause to hope that "the
development of new models of teaching and evaluation and more sophis
ticated research about teaching" (p. 257) could result in improved
evaluation practices.

Improved staff evaluation processes and practices

could, in turn, result in teachers becoming more receptive to the concept
and process of evaluation.

Dull expressed his belief that evaluation

could come to be viewed more as a helping process than an impediment
to progress when he made this statement:
Teacher evaluation is in the midst of reconceptualization
and change. The evaluation of teachers and their teaching
has historically evoked feelings of trepidation and
avoidance in most teachers and supervisors. Today, in
more and more schools, teacher evaluation is being viewed
more as an asset than as a bureaucratic necessity.
(p. 255)
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The views of evaluation of teaching staff held by Neagley and
Evans (1970) supported the idea that teacher evaluation, if conducted
appropriately, could be viewed as an asset rather than as a necessary
evil.

The following statement by Neagley and Evans stressed the

importance of focusing on teacher strengths rather than teacher
weaknesses to help them improve:
Evaluation is an essential process in the improvement
of the learning situation. . . . To evaluate and acknowledge
that something is good may result in greater improvement in
the learning situation than to concentrate on the weaknesses.
This idea is not new; authorities for a number of years have
suggested that a good supervisory program emphasizes
strengths rather than weaknesses.
(p. 176)
Some writers believed that teacher evaluation served two basic
purposes.

One purpose of teacher evaluation was to help teachers to

improve instruction.

The second purpose of teacher evaluation was to

make administrative decisions.

Hughes and Ubben (1978) stated:

Staff evaluation has two basic purposes: (1) to improve
the performance and provide direction for the continued
development of present staff; and (2) to provide a sound
basis for personnel decisions such as awarding of tenure,
promotions, transfers, or dismissals.
(p. 176)
The idea that staff evaluations, as well as instructional
supervision, were a necessary means through which instruction could
be improved was also voiced by Harrison (1968).

Harrison also

stressed that evaluation was necessary for the purpose of administra
tive decision making regarding the staffing process:
Although evaluation is essential for the improve
ment of instruction, it is also necessary to the
performance of certain definite tasks in personnel
administration, and these two somewhat conflicting
purposes often give rise to difficulty and confusion.
The school principal, who is both supervisor and
administrator, therefore has a dual responsibility in
making evaluative judgments. He must help teachers
improve their level of instructional effectiveness,
and he must also carry out the additional task of making
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administrative recommendations concerning placement,
retention, promotion, and dismissal.
(p. 253)
Wiles and Lovell (1975) supported the notion that teacher
evaluation was a crucial element in the process of improving
instruction.

The following statement was representative of their

view of how evaluation could be instrumental in improving instruction:
The primary purpose of the evaluation of staff members
is to improve the quality of education for students. This
can only be achieved through change in the behavior of
organizational members. . . . [E]ach staff member should
explicate the personal and organizationals [sic] goals he
hopes to achieve each year, the processes he plans to
utilize, and the effort he plans to make. . . . During the
course of the year evidence should be assembled to verify
the actualization of the processes and the achieved
outcomes by both the teacher and the coordinator in order
to check for congruency between objectives agreed on and
performance objectives reached.
(pp. 242-243)
Harrison (1968) agreed that the primary purpose of teacher
evaluation was the improvement of instructional services provided for
children.

Harrison also advised that such evaluation should be

conducted in a systematic manner:
The chief reason for the evaluation of teaching is the
improvement of instruction. In order for those who are
charged with this responsibility to fulfill their profes
sional obligations effectively they must have some
systematic strategy and defined techniques for determining
the strengths of teaching. Otherwise, supervisors will
have no way of knowing how to provide help when and where
it is needed, and administrators will have no information
to assist them in fulfilling their personnel-administration
responsibilities.
(p. 255)
Leese (1981) concurred that the two major purposes of staff
evaluation were to make administrative decisions about staff members
and to help staff members to improve instruction.

However, Leese

maintained that although evaluation for the purpose of making
administrative decisions in regard to staff was important, the major
emphasis of staff evaluation should be in the area of helping teachers
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to improve performances directly related to the improvement of
instructional services provided for children.
An important aspect of teacher evaluation that needed to be
considered was that of teacher self-evaluation.

There were those who

considered teacher self-evaluation to be an important component of the
total staff evaluation process.

Oliva (1976) drew a connection

between the general negative attitude teachers held toward teacher
evaluation and the need to implement a teacher self-evaluation
component that was a part of the total evaluation process.

He stated:

Because of the antagonistic attitudes and fears of
teachers toward evaluation, the supervisor's primary role
in the evaluation of teacher competence should be one of
helping teachers to evaluate themselves rather than one
of evaluating teachers. This subtle distinction is crucial
to the problem of evaluation. The role of the supervisor
as teacher evaluator can set up barriers between the
teacher and the supervisor and perpetuate the fears of
teachers. In this evaluative role the supervisor can be
seen as a threat to the teachers rather than a help, and
rapport between the supervisor and the teacher may be most
difficult to achieve.
(p. 317)
According to Oliva, many teachers feared supervision because of its
close association to evaluation.

As a result, teachers had a natural

tendency to avoid the threat of evaluation.

To help teachers to

overcome their tendency to avoid evaluation, Oliva advised that
supervisors work with teachers to help them master the techniques
that would allow them to become self-evaluative.

He stated:

The supervisor should utilize every technique that can
be mustered to help teachers evaluate their own competen
cies with as little stress on rating as possible. . . .
[T]he supervisor should strive to make that evaluation an
exercise in teacher self-evaluation under his guidance.
The evaluation should be a process of discussion between
the teacher and supervisor and a means for the teacher to
set his or her own goals for the future.
(pp. 318-319)
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Elsbree, McNally, and Wynn (1967) recommended that the
evaluation process be conducted on a group basis involving the
principal, teachers, and supervisors.

Under these circumstances,

self-evaluation was a component of the total evaluation process that
developed naturally as a result of involvement in the total group
evaluation process.

They stated:

Self-evaluation is another procedure characteristic of
evaluation in the modern program. The group activities
described earlier are in themselves productive of selfevaluation. A teacher participating in group discussions
to decide what is desirable educational practice cannot
help comparing his own ways of working with the methods
that he and the group recommend. Thus, constant group
study of the educational program of the school helps
motivate constant self-appraisal by members of the staff.
. . . In many ways such self-evaluation and self-supervision
are analogous to the self-discipline we strive to help
pupils develop. The teacher who achieves this level of
insight and performance is the one who, paradoxically,
most welcomes the criticisms of others for the assistance
it can be to him in the improvement of his work.
(pp. 173—
174)
Wiles and Lovell (1975) articulated the need for schools to
employ an evaluation process that was the result of cooperative
planning on the part of teachers and supervisors:
The center of focus in an evaluation program must be
improvement of the learning situation for pupils. The
principal question must be, "How can we improve our
procedures to bring about more desirable pupil growth?" A
basic tenet of the evaluation approach is that all
persons involved in the situation being evaluated
should have a part in establishing the criteria by which
the situation will be evaluated.
Everyone's participation in the evaluation process
insures validity as far as purposes are concerned. Unless
group activities and procedures are subjected to constant
evaluation, the chances of individual improvement are
greatly decreased.
(p. 231)
While Wiles and Lovell did not openly advise the utilization of teacher
self-evaluation as a basis for assessing teacher performance, they
have offered a basic underlying philosophy regarding teacher evaluation
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that could be easily adopted in the development of a teacher selfevaluation program.
In reference to naturalistic assumptions and practices
regarding teacher evaluation, Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) stated:
Evaluation is valuing something. Before one can begin to
value something fully, one needs to understand it. There
fore, evaluation is seeking to understand something. What
is going on in this classroom and why? What does it mean?
(p. 307)
This statement could be easily offered as a rationale for a decision
to employ teacher self-evaluation processes as part of the evaluation
program.
Phase 5 (Analyzing the teaching-learning processes) of Cogan's
(1973) clinical supervision model provided an opportunity for teachers
to become engaged in self-evaluation processes.

Cogan described the

teacher self-evaluation procedure in this manner:
The teacher's solo analysis should serve many of the
same purposes as the supervisor's: to prepare the teacher
to take a constructive leading role in the conference, to
help him search out the structures of his own teaching, to
enable him to think hypothetically about his own behavior
and its relationships to students' learning, and to form
the data-base for his own program of professional selfimprovement. His review of the record of the teaching
learning sequences in his class may also enable him to
study his behavior more objectively, from a record rather
than from his recollections.
(pp. 171-172)
The combination of the naturalistic assumption about evaluation, as
stated by Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979), and the procedural framework
for teacher self-analysis, as described by Cogan (1973), provided a
rational basis and process by which teachers could and should become
self-evaluators.

It seemed reasonable to assume that teachers who

were able to conduct honest and critical assessments of their instruc
tional performances had the potential to improve the teaching-learning
processes in the instructional environment.
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Teacher Evaluation Models
Leese (1981) separated historical attempts to assess teachers
and teaching into three stages: presage, process, and product.

Leese

described the three stages as follows:
Presage. Investigators have tried to relate personality,
background, attitude, intelligence, preparation components,
and experiences to some measures of approved teacher
behavior.
Process. Great effort has been devoted to determining
to what extent teachers have performed (up to a standard)
general and sometimes specific acts or functions identified
as approved aspects of teaching. In most studies there are
no claims that any single act or combination of acts
constitutes the core of teaching, and activities studies
as a rule are considered so complex that only modest claims
are made about the relationship of processes and results.
Product. More recently, a number of the frustrated have
said, " . . . measure the products and do not worry about who
gets them or how." So some outcomes of the teacher-pupil
transaction, usually those easily tested and observed
immediately, have been measured against averaged or
criterioned results. The total teaching product has had to
be ignored, and a narrow segmented target has been used as
the measure.
(pp. 20-21)
Hughes and Ubben (1978) presented a teacher evaluation model
that was similar to the clinical supervision model of Goldhammer,
Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) in many respects.

Their evaluation

model included a pre-observation conference, a classroom visitation
for the purpose of collecting data, and a post-observation conference.
The evaluation model consisted of the following seven steps:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

p.

Identify and integrate individual and institutional
goals.
Select specific objectives or activities for observa
tion.
Determine the observation method, time, and place.
Observe and collect data.
Analyze data and provide feedback.
Summarize and interpret collective observational data.
Report evaluation results, target achievement and
make recommendations for individual and staff develop
ment at annual conference.
(Hughes and Ubben 1978,
169)

57

Hughes and Ubben stressed that this process should be cyclical in
nature.

The evaluation activities should culminate in the preparation

of an annual evaluation report.

At this point, the principal would

have prepared a general overall performance evaluation.
The teacher evaluation process presented by Lamb and Thomas
(1981) contained five basic steps.

According to Lamb and Thomas,

the teacher evaluation process should include: "1) gathering informa
tion and making judgments; 2) holding the evaluation conference;
3) establishing areas to be improved; 4) providing assistance; and
5) guiding the teacher out of teaching if improvement cannot be made"
(p. 45).

Lamb and Thomas emphasized that accurate and thorough

teacher evaluation could occur only as a result of the communication
that resulted from the establishment of trust and understanding between
the principal and teachers.

Among the areas of teacher performance to

be assessed were classroom control and management, relationships
between teacher and students, instructional strategies, evaluation of
learning, and motivational aspects of the learning environment.
Roe and Drake (1980) proposed a cyclical five-step process for
teacher evaluation that was based on the determination of specific,
measurable, and important objectives.

The five steps to the evaluation

process were as follows:

i

1.

Development of mutually agreed upon teaching objectives.

2.

Planning instructional procedures and measures.

3.

Implementing instructional plan and gathering data.

4.

A predetermined, disciplined examination of learning

outcomes.
5.

Corrective/supplemental action plan.
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Roe and Drake made note of the danger in focusing only on those
objectives that were measurable.

They stated:

[I]t is possible to limit one's considerations to only
those behaviors that are easily identifiable and/or
measurable. To do so limits the concept of the teaching
act or art to only the "safe" areas, or those areas with
which the evaluator feels comfortable. This can lead down
the same well-traveled road used by some researchers that
if it can't be measured, it is not worth researching.
(p. 243)
Roe and Drake also suggested that a variety of approaches be used
to form an accurate assessment of a teacher's performance.

Detailed

accounts of classroom observations, rating scales, and detailed
written anecdotal records of the teacher's general performance should
be employed simultaneously to ensure that an accurate assessment would
be conducted.
Hyman (1975) developed the Value Model for Teacher Evaluation
in response to laws enacted in several states that "require super
visors to be more judicious, more careful, more sure of their data,
more precise, more helping" (p. 9).
was composed of five major elements.

According to Hyman, the model
They were: "(1) The Teacher to

be evaluated; (2) The Value Term we use (that is, desirable, good,
and so forth); (3) The Value Judgment; (4) Evidence; and (5) Criteria"
(p. 10).

Hyman elaborated:

On the basis of the four other elements, the super
visor makes a Value Judgment about the teacher. The key is
to recognize that Evidence and Criteria support the Value
Judgment, that fifth element which grows out of the inter
action of the other parts of the model. What is more, the
Evidence must relate directly to the given Teacher and the
Criteria used. The model calls for evidence not just facts.
Evidence is more than facts; it is pertinent facts that
connect the teacher to the criteria. Evidence is that set
of facts which will withstand challenging criticism and, if
necessary, be admitted in court as pertinent to the case at
hand.
(p. 10)
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Leadership Styles and Supervisory
Effectiveness
A review of literature related to instructional supervision
would be incomplete without the inclusion of leadership styles and
their relationship to instructional supervisory behavior.

The

instructional supervisor could be referred to as the educational
leader in the educational setting in the sense that he would provide
leadership to teachers.

To be an effective leader, and to maximize

staff potential, the supervisor must be knowledgeable about leadership
styles and must possess the ability to adapt his leadership style to
suit the needs of individual teachers in an effort to help them grow
and develop professionally.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) stated:

Indeed the choice of one supervisory pattern over
another is partly a function of forces in the client to
be supervised, but this rationale should not provide a
convenient "out" for those whose dominant supervisory
patterns fall outside the range of human resources
supervision.
Human resources supervision recognizes that forces in
the client may require the supervisor to behave in a variety
of ways. Highly dependent teachers may well need paternal
istic supervisory environments, and uncommitted students
will require close-controlled supervisory environments.
Human resources supervisors, however, are not resigned to
these patterns in that they do not accept dependency in
teachers as being natural or inherent; they do not accept
uncommittedness in students as being natural or inherent.
Dependency of teachers and lack of commitment of students
are perceived as symptoms of client immaturity and/or
perhaps supervisory immaturity and organizational immaturity.
With this perception, the human resources supervisor works
to diminish client dependency and to increase client commit
ment, for in the synthesizing theory these are important
means to affect the school-effectiveness variables posi
tively.
(pp. 110-111)
Abraham Maslow had established a hierarchichal order of basic
human needs which had been sorted into a five-level taxonomy.

The

five need levels were physiological, security, social, esteem, and
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self-actualization— with the lowest level being physiological needs
and the highest level being needs related to self-actualization
(Sergiovanni and Starratt 1979).

Hersey and Blanchard (1982) theorized

that the hierarchy of human needs, motivation, and maturity were
interrelated.

The effective supervisor must take into consideration

the interrelatedness of these factors if he was to help teachers to
develop the skills necessary to achieve desired institutional goals.
Hersey and Blanchard described motivation and its relationship to
goal attainment as follows:
People differ not only in their ability to do but also
in their will to do, or motivation. The motivation of
people depends on the strength of their motives. Motives
are sometimes defined as needs, wants, drives, or impulses
within the individual. Motives are directed toward goals,
which may be conscious or subconscious.
Motives are the "whys" of behavior. They arouse and
maintain activity and determine the general direction of
the behavior of an individual. . . . In our discussions we
shall use these two terms— motives and needs— interchangeably.
(p. 15)
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) defined maturity as "the ability
and willingness of people to take responsibility for directing their
own behavior" (p. 151).

They caution that "these variables of maturity

should be considered only in relation to a specific task to be
performed" (p. 151).
Adaptation of leadership styles to suit the maturity level of
staff relative to specific task accomplishment must be based on an
assessment of the maturity level of the individual staff member.
following statement by Fitzgerald and Murphy (1982) supported the
contention that the maturity levels of individuals differ:
Over the years the interpretation of the hierarchy has
become less rigid. It has been recognized that everyone
approaches each level with a unique intensity, whether high
or low. Now it is also believed that we do not necessarily

The
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move in sequence through the levels, but that we fulfill the
various types of needs in the order in which they surface in
our daily lives.
(p. 14)
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) perceived the existence of a
relationship between maturity and leadership styles.

Their situational

leadership quadrants indicated "the relationship between task-relevant
maturity and the appropriate leadership styles to be used as followers
move from immaturity to maturity" (p. 152).

As followers grow in

maturity, the leader should adapt his leadership style to suit the
maturity level of the followers, moving from a high task-low
relationship style of leadership to a low relationship-low task
style.

Hersey and Blanchard described the proper implementation of

the Situational Leadership Model as follows:
Situational Leadership contends that strong direction
(task behavior) with immature followers is appropriate if
they are to become productive. Similarly, it suggests that
an increase in maturity on the part of people who are somewhat
immature should be rewarded by increased positive reinforcement
and socioemotional support (relationship behavior). Finally,
as followers reach high levels of maturity, the leader should
respond by not only continuing to decrease control over their
activities but also continuing to decrease relationship
behavior as well. With very mature people, the need for
socioemotional support is no longer as important as the need
for autonomy. At this stage, one of the ways leaders can
prove their confidence and trust in highly mature people is to
leave them more and more on their own.
(pp. 155-156)
The Bureau of Business Research staff at Ohio State University
defined leadership as "the behavior of an individual when directing
the activities of a group toward a goal attainment" (Hersey and
Blanchard 1977, p. 94).

The staff then narrowed the description of

leadership to two dimensions: Initiating Structure and Consideration.
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1977), initiating structure
referred to "the leader's behavior in delineating the relationship
between himself and members of the work group and in endeavoring to
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establish well-defined patterns of organization, channels of
communication, and methods of procedure" (p. 94).

Behavior associated

with consideration was described as "behavior indicative of friendship,
mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the relationship between the
leader and the members of his staff" (p. 94).
Hersey and Blanchard's (1982) situational leadership quadrants
and concomitant leadership styles directly corresponded to the maturity
levels of staff.

A low maturity level on the part of the staff

indicated that the staff was "unable and unwilling" to take responsi
bility to perform an identified task.

In this instance, the leader

must adopt a "telling" style and focus on high task-low relationship
behavior.
When the staff maturity level had been diagnosed as low to
moderate, this was an indication that the staff was "unable but
willing" to take responsibility for a specific task.

The staff

possessed confidence in their ability to perform the task but lacked
the necessary skills.
leadership.

The leader must adopt a "selling" style of

This style of leadership called for high task-high

relationship behavior.
People at the moderate to high maturity level were people who
were "able but unwilling" to comply with the leader's desires.

In this

case, the leader must assume a "participating" style of leadership
that requires high relationship-low task behavior.
A "delegating" style of leadership was appropriate for people
who were functioning at a high level of maturity.

People at a high

level of maturity were people who were "able and willing" to take
responsibility.

These people needed little support or direction and
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were capable of taking the initiative in performing required tasks to
achieve goals.

The leader should then focus on low task-low

relationship behavior.

Hersey and Blanchard (1982) stated:

The key to using Situational Leadership is to assess the
maturity level of the follower(s) and to behave as the
model prescribes. Implicit in Situational Leadership is
the idea that a leader should help followers grow in
maturity as far as they are able and willing to go.
This development of followers should be done by adjusting
leadership behavior through the four styles along the
prescriptive curve.
(p. 155)
Supervisors must consider those factors that motivate people
to achieve desired goals.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) provided a

discussion on the motivation-hygiene theory that resulted from research
conducted by Frederick Herzberg.

The motivation-hygiene theory was

based on the identification of higher-order needs and lower-order
needs.

According to Sergiovanni and Starratt, motivational factors

were those factors that were largely intrinsic in nature and were
associated with higher-order needs.

Hygienic factors were those which

were primarily extrinsic in nature and were associated with lowerorder needs.
It has traditionally been assumed that the elimination of
factors that created dissatisfaction would result in job satisfaction.
In a realistic sense, removal of causes for job dissatisfaction would
eliminate job dissatisfaction but not necessarily create job satis
faction.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) stated:

Remedying the deficiencies that cause dissatisfaction
brings a person up to a level of minimum performance that
includes the absence of dissatisfaction. Satisfaction
and motivation are the results of a separate set of factors.
The factors associated with satisfaction, but not dissatis
faction, are called motivators because of their ability to
stimulate performance. The factors associated with dis
satisfaction, but not satisfaction, are called hygienic
because of their ability to cause trouble if neglected.
(p. 165)
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Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) described hygienic factors as
those factors related to the work environment.

They stated:

Policy and administration, supervision, salary, inter
personal relationships, and working conditions are the
factors that Herzberg identifies as contributing primarily
to dissatisfaction. These are the hygienic factors—
conditions which workers expect in return for a fair day's
work.
(p. 167)
Achievement, recognition, work, responsibility, and advancement were
factors that had been identified as motivational factors.

While

these were the factors that led to job satisfaction, the absence of
these factors did not necessarily lead to job dissatisfaction.
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) stated:
Hygiene factors, when satisfied, tend to eliminate
dissatisfaction and work restriction, but they do little
to motivate an individual to superior performance or
increased capacity. Satisfaction of the motivators,
however, will permit an individual to grow and develop in
a mature way, often implementing an increase in ability.
(p. 59)
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) had linked the motivation-hygiene
theory, maturity levels of people in the work environment, and Maslow's
Hierarchy of Human Needs to the implementation of leadership styles.
Thus, when human needs— which Hersey and Blanchard considered to be
hygienic factors— were satisfied, people were free to grow and develop
in a mature way.

Such growth could result in the achievement of goals

related to professional competence and achievement when the leader
adopted an appropriate leadership style to accommodate the needs of the
staff.
The ways in which a leader interacted with staff on a profes
sional level were influenced by the assumptions he had formed about
people in the work environment.

McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y

assumptions, as presented by Sergiovanni and Elliott (1975), could be
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useful in determining what assumptions leaders held toward staff on
the basis of how they interacted with staff.

Sergiovanni and Elliott

presented the following assumptions that were basic to Theory X:
1.

The average human being has a natural dislike of work
and will avoid it if he can.

2.

Because of this inherent dislike of work, most people
must be persuaded, rewarded, punished, controlled,
coerced, and directed in order to get them to put
forth satisfactory effort toward achieving work goals.

3.

The average person prefers to be directed, lacks
ambition, wishes to avoid responsibility, and wants
security above all.

4.

In sum, the average person is inherently self-centered,
indifferent to organizational needs, and resistant to
change by nature.
(p. 91)
The alternate theory to Theory X was Theory Y.

that people were not naturally lazy and unreliable.

Theory Y assumed

Theory Y, in fact,

assumed that people, with proper motivation, were creative, productive,
and self-directed in their desires to achieve goals (Hersey and
Blanchard 1982).
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) referred to the work of Argyris
in identifying behavior patterns A and B that complement Theory X and
Theory Y.

They stated:

Chris Argyris recognizes the difference between attitude
behavior when he identifies and discusses behavior patterns
A and B in addition to Theory X and Y. Pattern A represents
the interpersonal behavior, group dynamics, and organiza
tional norms that Argyris has found in his research to be
associated with Theory X; pattern B represents the same
phenomena found to be associated with Theory Y. In
pattern A, individuals do not own up to feelings, are not
open, reject experimenting, and do not help others to engage
in these behaviors. Their behavior tends to be characterized
by close supervision and a high degree of structure. On the
other hand, pattern B finds individuals owning up to
feelings, open, experimenting, and helping others to engage
in these behaviors. Their behavior tends to be more
supportive and facilitating. The result is norms of trust,
concern, and individuality.
(p. 49)
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The behavior typically adopted by leaders who held Theory X
assumptions about people was a pattern A form of behavior.
had both a hard and a soft version.

Pattern A

The hard version was described by

Sergiovanni and Elliott (1975) as "a no-nonsense approach characterized
by strong leadership, tight controls, and close supervision by the
teacher in a classroom setting and by the principal in a total school
setting" (p. 91).
The soft version of pattern A was described by Sergiovanni
and Elliott (1975) in this manner: "The soft approach relies heavily
on buying, persuading, or winning people through good (albeit, super
ficial) human relations and benevolent paternalism to obtain compliance
and acceptance of direction from superiors" (p. 91).

While the soft

and hard versions were quite dissimilar, the focus of both was on
manipulating, managing, and controlling people to achieve desired
results (Sergiovanni and Elliott 1975).
Just as Theory X had a complementary pattern A, Theory Y had a
pattern B form of leadership behavior with which it was closely
associated.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) stated:

Pattern B is the label which Argyris gives to behavior
associated with Theory Y assumptions. Basic to Pattern B
is the dependence upon building identification and commit
ment to worthwhile objectives in the work context and upon
building mutual trust and respect in the interpersonal
context. Success in the work and interpersonal contexts
is assumed to be dependent on whether meaningful satisfaction
for individuals is achieved within the context of accomplishing
important work as well as upon authentic relationships and the
exchange of valid information.
(p. 103)
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) cautioned against drawing the
conclusion that Theory X was "bad" and Theory Y was "good."

In their

estimation, while most people have the potential to become mature and
self-motivated, it may be necessary, upon occasion, to adopt a Theory X
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attitude and its concomitant pattern A behaviors when people are in
need of direction to help them grow in maturity and self-directedness.
A final concept regarding leadership that needed to be
addressed was the Theory Z approach to management.

The Theory Z

approach to management was based on participatory decision making at
all levels of an organization.

Theory Z linked productivity to trust,

subtlety, and intimacy in the work environment.

Theory Z, as described

by Ouchi (1981), was the result of the American development of an
approach to management that was strikingly similar to a Japanese
approach to management called quality circles.

"Quite simply, it sug

gests that involved workers are the key to increased productivity" (p. 4).
Participative decision making involved groups of people,
referred to by Fitzgerald and Murphy (1982) as quality circles, working
together to systematically assess their job activities and the quality
of products.

This assessment led to problem solving on the part of

the group or quality circle.

The quality circle concept was described

by Fitzgerald and Murphy as follows:
A quality circle consists of three to twelve employees
who perform the same work or share the same work area and
function and who meet on a regular basis, normally one
hour per week on company time, in order to apply statis
tical techniques and tools learned in extensive training
to problems affecting their work and work area; subsequently,
they present solutions and recommendations to their manage
ment for the authorization to implement their solutions.
(p. 3)
Following are three critical goals of a quality circle:
To contribute to the development and growth of the
company;
To respect the individuality of each member and to create
a congenial setting in which work is meaningful; and
To actualize the unlimited potential of human beings.
(Fitzgerald and Murphy 1982, p. 11)

68

Along with these goals, there were several key precepts of a quality
circle organization.

They were:

A firm expectation that people will take both pride and
interest in their work if they experience autonomy and
control over the decisions that affect them;
An unwavering recognition of the dignity, humanity, and
capability of every individual;
A belief that each employee desires to participate in making
the organization a better place in which to work;
A requirement that any program in which the organization
becomes involved must incorporate the development of
human resources;
A willingness to allow people to volunteer their time and
effort for any company program;
A commitment to the value of human creativity and to the
phenomenon of synergy that results from creative contribu
tion to the group; and
An orientation toward wholism or the importance of each and
every member's role and function in meeting organizational
goals.
(Fitzgerald and Murphy 1982, pp. 11-12)
According to Fitzgerald and Murphy, research had provided data that
indicated that quality circles did, in fact, accomplish a large part
of what they set out to do.

Not only did they accomplish specified

goals, but they also were responsible for producing positive side
effects in the work environment that had no connection with actual
activities of circle projects.
The underlying philosophy of the quality-circles approach to
management— that of utilizing the participative decision-making
process that involves everyone within the organization that will feel
its impact— was, in many respects, comparable to the assumptions
behind McGregor's Theory Y.

It would seem reasonable to assume that

if workers were not only capable but willing to participate in
decision-making processes that would directly and positively affect
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the work environment, they were also able, with proper motivation,
to become creative, productive, and self-directed in their efforts to
achieve desired goals.
In fact, there was a distinct relationship among all of the
theories that allowed the worker to be viewed as creative, productive,
and self-directed in his/her endeavor to achieve desired goals.

Herzberg's

motivational factors (job satisfaction resulting from accomplishing
meaningful work with a concomitant focus on enhancing a meaningful
view of work); Maslow's Hierarchy of Human Needs and its basic concept
that once lesser needs were attended, the worker was free to pursue the
fulfillment of the higher-order needs; Hersey and Blanchard's Situa
tional Leadership Model that portrayed the relationship between ability
and willingness on the part of the staff to accomplish tasks and the
leadership style that best suited the maturity level of staff;
McGregor's Theory Y concept that entailed providing proper motivation
to help workers become self-directed members of the work organization;
and Theory Z, with its quality circles concept that was based on a
participative decision-making process which involved the assessment of
job activities in an effort to contribute to the growth and development
of the organization all had in common a crucial element.

All viewed the

employee as a potentially creative, productive, valuable, and selfdirected contributor to the work environment.

The wise supervisor who

considered the maturational needs of staff, motivational factors in
the work environment, assumptions about the capabilities of staff (if
properly motivated), behavior patterns that best suited the immediate
needs of staff, and leadership styles that corresponded to the maturity
level of staff would, in all likelihood, become successful at helping
staff to achieve desired institutional goals.

CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to determine what attitudes and
perceptions teachers serving Native American children hold toward
instructional supervision and evaluation practices presently being
implemented in North Dakota schools, where there are concentrations
of American Indian children, and how these views differ from what
teachers perceive to be the ideal roles and purposes of instructional
supervision and evaluation.

This chapter describes the sample involved;

the rationale for selection of the sample; the instrument used; the
procedure used to validate the instrument; the procedure implemented
for collecting, scoring, and tabulating the data; and the statistical
treatment of the data.

Selecting the Sample
The respondents to the instrument were members of the
elementary teaching staffs of the following schools:
1.

Dunseith Elementary School, Dunseith, North Dakota (public).

2.

Edwin Loe Elementary School, New Town, North Dakota (public).

3.

Mandaree Elementary School, Mandaree, North Dakota (BIA).

4.

Minnewaukan Elementary School, Minnewaukan, North Dakota

(public).
5.

Solen Elementary School, Solen, North Dakota (public).
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6.

St. Michael Tribal School, St. Michael, North Dakota (BIA).

7.

Standing Rock Community Elementary School, Fort Yates,

North Dakota (BIA).
8.

Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School, Belcourt,

North Dakota (BIA).
The entire elementary teaching staff in seven of the schools were
involved in the study.

Sixty-seven percent of the teaching staffs at

Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School were involved in the study.
Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School teachers who did not attend
the scheduled meeting for responding to the survey either had other
commitments or were absent that day.

At the time the survey was

administered, it was not brought to the attention of the writer that some
classroom teachers were not present.

Later when it was discovered that

some of the classroom teachers had not been present for the survey, the
school year had ended and many teachers were no longer available.
Further, there was no list of teachers who had responded to the survey.
This made it virtually impossible to identify teachers who had not
responded.
Rationale for the selection of the sample involved in the study
was based on the writer's concern about the continued low academic
achievement of Indian students (see chapter 1).

The sample consisted

of elementary school teachers serving Native American children in North
Dakota schools.
Concerns expressed by various committees on Indian education in
regard to the present state of affairs in Indian education did not
address the need to examine more thoroughly what actually occurred in
the educational environment (see chapter 1).

This was an aspect of
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Indian education that needed further study.

In particular, it was

necessary to determine which processes educators of Native American
children viewed as helpful to the improvement of instructional services
that they provided for these children in the educational setting.

Instrumentation
A Likert-type attitude scale was constructed for the purpose
of gathering data to determine the views teachers held of instruc
tional supervision and of evaluation.

The Likert-type scale was used

to register the degree of agreement or disagreement with a set of
particular statements of an attitude, belief, or judgment (Tuckman
1978).

"Scales are devices constructed or employed by researchers to

quantify the responses of a subject on a particular variable. . . .
Scales may be used to obtain interval data concerning Ss' attitudes,
judgments, or perceptions about almost any subject or object" (p. 178).
Nunnally (1959) provided this description of the Likert
scale:
The Likert method . . . starts with the collection of a
large number of positive and negative statements about an
object, institution, or class of persons. . . . [T]he scale
is derived by item-analysis techniques. The collection
of items is administered to a group of subjects. Each item
is rated on a five-point continuum ranging from "strongly
approve" to "strongly disapprove." Then each item is
correlated with total score, which shows the extent to which
the item measures the same general underlying attitude as
the total set of items. Items which have low correlations
with total score are either unreliable or measure some
extraneous attitude factor. Only those items which have
high correlations with total score are retained for the
attitude scale.
(p. 305)
The original instrument (appendix A) was constructed by
generating a total of forty statements— twenty positive and twenty
negative statements regarding attitudes toward instructional supervision
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and evaluation.

The assistance of the writer's faculty advisor was

sought to aid in selecting appropriate statements and discarding
inappropriate statements.

The faculty advisor was also instrumental

in helping to construct statements in a clear and concise manner.
The original instrument consisted of forty statements— twenty
of which were positive and twenty of which were negative.

Of these,

ten were statements about staff evaluation and thirty were statements
about instructional supervision.

It was difficult to generate a large

number of a wide variety of staff evaluation statements because staff
evaluation has served either the purpose of improving instruction or of
making administrative decisions regarding retention, dismissal, non
renewal, or reassignment, and primarily the latter.
statements were generated they seemed redundant.

When additional

The instrument was

administered to educational administration faculty, educational adminis
tration doctoral students, and University of North Dakota graduate
students enrolled in the course entitled Administration and Supervision
in Elementary Schools to develop a data base for checking the validity
of the instrument.

An item analysis was conducted on the basis of

responses and recommendations regarding instrument items (appendix B).
The item analysis resulted in changing those statements that
contained the terms instructional supervision and staff evaluation in
the same statement.

Five items were revised so that they contained

either the term instructional supervision or the term staff evaluation.
Two new statements regarding staff evaluation were added.

These

statements were added to the final instrument as negative statements
regarding staff evaluation in an effort to improve the balance between
positive and negative statements about evaluation.

The instrument was
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again administered to the class members enrolled in the course entitled
Administration and Supervision in Elementary Schools.

Again, the

class members, educational administration faculty, and educational
administration doctoral students were invited to offer advice and
recommendations regarding the validity of the instrument.

Another

analysis of the items was conducted after the instrument was revised
based on the recommendations of the class members and educational
administration faculty.

It was recommended that those statements

referring to teacher self-evaluation be revised.

It was suggested that

the terms "teacher self-evaluation" and "instructional supervision" not
be used in the same statement.

Two items were revised to clearly

indicate that teacher self-evaluation was a component of the staff
evaluation process.

The revised instrument contained forty-two

statements designed to gather data regarding teachers' perceptions and
attitudes toward current and ideal instructional supervision and staff
evaluation processes.

There were sixteen positive statements about

instructional supervision, fourteen negative statements about instructional
supervision, six positive statements about evaluation, and six negative
statements about evaluation (appendix C).
The revised instrument was then submitted to a panel of eight
judges consisting of educational administration faculty and educational
administration doctoral students for a final analysis of items to
check the validity of the instrument.

Class members in the adminis

tration and supervision class and the panel of judges were invited to
offer advice and recommendations regarding the overall design of the
instrument.
(appendix D).

The items were also reviewed for direction and clarity
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The revised scale (appendix E) was administered to the sample
population and an item analysis using Coefficient alpha— a correlation
technique used to test for internal consistency— was conducted to
determine whether items were contributing to their own scale.

Three

statements were rejected because they contributed negatively to their
scale.

Sixteen statements were positive statements regarding teacher

perceptions of current and ideal instructional supervision processes.
Twelve statements were negative statements regarding teacher perceptions
of current and ideal staff evaluation processes.

Four statements were

negative statements regarding teacher perceptions of current and ideal
staff evaluation processes.
cated another.

One statement was deleted because it dupli

Items judged to be positive were scored as follows: 1

point for strongly agree, 2 points for agree, 3 points for disagree, and
4 points for strongly disagree.

Items judged to be negative were scored

inversely.
After deletion of the preceding items, the overall reliability
for the school sample, as measured by Coefficient alpha, was .90 for
current supervisory processes, .79 for current evaluation processes,
.87 for ideal supervisory processes, and .70 for ideal evaluation
processes.

The reliability coefficient .90 represented the reliability

of statements regarding teacher attitudes toward current instructional
supervisory processes.

These four scales (current supervision, current

evaluation, ideal supervision, and ideal evaluation) were used to test
the hypotheses identified for this study.

Data Collection
A letter requesting permission to conduct the study in each
of the schools selected was addressed to the superintendent of each
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school district (appendix F).
call to each superintendent.

The letter was followed by a telephone
During the telephone conversation, the

superintendent indicated whether or not he or she wished his or her
school to participate in the study.

All superintendents who were

contacted agreed to have their schools participate in the study.

Once

permission had been granted, appointments were scheduled for administering
the instrument.
A form designed to provide the writer with information about
the teachers was attached to individual attitude surveys (appendix G).
The information requested included:
1.

Name of school

2.

Age of the respondent

3.

Sex of the respondent

4.

Total number of years of teaching experience

5.

Number of years teaching in present position

6.

Education level of the respondent

7.

Experience of the respondent with direct supervisory

observations
r

a)

Experience with direct classroom observations

b)

Experience with supervision activities directly

related to classroom observations.
To insure a high participation in the study, the writer visited
individual sites and administered the survey to groups of teachers.
In cases where the writer did not personally administer the survey,
the assistance of people within the institution was sought to aid in
gathering the data by administering the survey to teachers in a group
or, where necessary, on an individual basis.

Survey instruments were
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left with the principal at Dunseith Elementary School.

The principal

administered the survey to the teachers and returned the instruments
after they had been completed.

Survey instruments were mailed to the

principal at Mandaree Elementary School.

He administered the survey to

classroom teachers and returned the completed instruments by mail.

In

both cases, 100 percent of the teachers responded to the survey.

Statistical Treatment of the Data
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was used to statistically
test the research questions that required comparing across groups.
The decision to employ ANOVA was due to its ability to statistically
account for almost any number of levels on independent variables.

Roscoe

(1975) presented this rationale for using ANOVA in a study involving
more than one independent variable:
One-way analysis of variance is used for testing the
hypothesis that two or more independent samples were drawn
from populations having the same mean. The samples may be
constituted by drawing independent random samples from a
single population, subjecting them to experimentation, then
comparing them on a single criterion variable. Or, the
samples may be randomly drawn from different populations,
then compared on a single criterion to determine whether
the various populations differ with respect to this
criterion.
(p. 292)
Analysis of variance assessed differences among groups.
Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1982) stated:
In one-way ANOVA, the total variance can be partitioned
into two sources: (1) variation of scores "within" groups
and (2) variances "between" the group means and the grand
mean. Both of these scores reflect variation due to
random sampling. In addition, the between group variation
reflects variation due to differential treatment effects.
(p. 257)
According to Roscoe (1975), there were four assumptions
underlying the analysis of variance.

These assumptions were:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

The criterion scores are statistically independent.
The criterion scores are drawn from normally distributed
populations.
The criterion scores are drawn from populations having
the same variance.
Some authors like to list a fourth assumption— that of
equal population means.
(pp. 300-301)
The _t-test for related samples was used to statistically test

research questions that required comparing within groups.

The

application of the ^-test to difference scores was the usual parametric
technique for analyzing data from related samples (Siegel 1956).
Siegel described the rationale for use of the _t-test in this way:
A difference score may be obtained from the two scores
of the two members of each matched pair, or from the two
scores of each subject under the two conditions. The t
test assumes that these difference scores are normally and
independently distributed in the population from which the
sample was drawn, and requires that they be measured on at
least an interval scale.
(p. 62)
According to Roscoe (1975), "The ^-test for related measures
is a very powerful statistical test that may be used with certain
kinds of experimental designs.

Its great advantage over the _t-test

for independent samples is the increase in precision accomplished
by the reduction in sampling error" (p. 228).

Roscoe continued:

The use of this statistical test assumes that the
distribution of the differences between the two sets of
criterion measures is normal in the populations speci
fied by the null hypothesis. This is a reasonable
assumption in practically any behavioral research and
should be of little concern to the investigator unless
he has reason to believe otherwise.
(p. 228)
Classroom teachers from the eight schools involved in the
study were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with
positive and negative statements regarding current and ideal instruc
tional supervision and staff evaluation processes.

Teacher perceptions

of current and ideal instructional supervision and staff evaluation

79

processes were compared with the jt-test for related samples.

The at

test for related samples was an appropriate test to use in comparing
repeated measures.

The analysis of variance was used to compare

teacher perceptions of current and ideal instructional supervision
and staff evaluation processes on the basis of age groups.

The

analysis of variance was selected because of its ability to assess
differences across two or more levels for an independent variable,
such as age group.

CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter presents the results of analyses of data.

The

results are presented in the order in which the research questions
were presented.

In addition, attitudes of teachers serving in public

schools and teachers serving in Bureau of Indian Affairs schools
were compared relative to current and ideal instructional supervision
and staff evaluation processes.

Attitudes were also compared on the

basis of age group.
Inferential research questions were restated in null hypothesis
form.

The _t-test for dependent samples and analysis of variance were

used to test the null hypotheses.

A probability level of .05 or less

was considered to be adequately significant to reject the null
hypothesis.

Description of Groups
The study included regular classroom teachers from four public
schools and four Bureau of Indian Affairs schools located on or near
the four Indian reservations in the state of North Dakota.

The

schools selected to participate in the study all served a percentage
of Native American children.

There were one hundred elementary

classroom teachers involved in the study.

Types of schools, locations

of schools, names of schools, and percentages and numbers of
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respondents from each school are presented in tables 1 and 2.

TABLE 1
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPATING TEACHERS
IN BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCHOOLS

Name of School

N

%

Mandaree Elementary School
Mandaree, North Dakota

4

100.0

St. Michael Tribal School
St. Michael, North Dakota

15

100.0

Standing Rock Community Elementary
School
Fort Yates, North Dakota

12

100.0

Turtle Mountain Community Elementary
School
Belcourt, North Dakota

22

67.0

53

82.8

Totals

TABLE 2
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPATING
TEACHERS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Name of School

N

%

Dunseith Elementary School
Dunseith, North Dakota

11

100

Edwin Loe Elementary School
New Town, North Dakota

23

100

Minnewaukan Elementary School
Minnewaukan, North Dakota

8

100

Solen Elementary School
Solen, North Dakota

5

100

47

100

Totals
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Bureau of Indian Affairs schools that participated in the study
were Mandaree Elementary School, with 4 teachers; St. Michael Tribal
School, with 15 teachers; Standing Rock Community Elementary School,
with 12 teachers; and Turtle Mountain Community Elementary School, with
22 teachers.

Public schools that participated in the study were Dunseith

Elementary School, with 11 teachers; Edwin Loe Elementary School, with
23 teachers; Minnewaukan Elementary School, with 8 teachers; and Solen
Elementary School, with 5 teachers.

Turtle Mountain Community Elementary

School had the largest number of participants but the smallest percentage
of participants.

All teachers from the other Bureau of Indian Affairs

schools participated in the study.

All teachers from all the identified

public schools participated in the study.
The one hundred classroom teachers from the eight schools ranged
in age from 23 to 55.

The mean age was 30.14.

female and 6 (6%) male teachers.

There were 91 (91%)

Three (3%) teachers did not respond

to this item.
The number of years of teaching experience for each teacher
ranged from 1 year to 35 years with a mean of 8.7 years.

The number

of years spent teaching in the present location for each of the
teachers ranged from 1 year to 20 years with a mean of 5.8 years.
Twenty-six (26%) teachers held bachelor's degrees with no
additional coursework; 65 (65%) teachers held bachelor's degrees plus
additional coursework that ranged from 3 semester hours to 76 semester
hours with a mean of 15.7 semester hours.

Three (3%) teachers held

master's degrees with no additional coursework; 4 (4%) teachers held
master's degrees plus additional coursework that ranged from 12
semester hours to 36 semester hours with a mean of 21.7 semester hours.
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One teacher indicated that he/she held a degree other than a bachelor's
or master's but did not specify.

Eleven (11%) teachers did not respond

to this item.
When asked to indicate the frequency of teacher observations in
the teaching situation conducted by the supervisor, 10 (10%) teachers
indicated they had been observed once a week or more.

Seven (7%)

teachers indicated they had been observed two or more times per month.
Three (3%) teachers indicated they had been observed once a month.
Twenty-nine (29%) teachers indicated they had been observed three or
more times per year.

Thirty-one (31%) teachers indicated they had been

observed once a year, and 19 (19%) teachers indicated they had seldom
or never been observed in the teaching situation.
The classroom teachers were then asked to indicate whether
the purpose of the observations was for instructional supervision,
staff evaluation, or other.

Seventeen (17%) teachers indicated the

purpose for improving instruction.

Twenty (20%) teachers indicated

the observation sessions were conducted for the purpose of staff
evaluations to make administrative decisions.

Forty-two (42%)

teachers indicated the classroom observations were conducted for the
purpose of instructional supervision and staff evaluation.

Six (6%)

teachers indicated the observations were conducted for purposes other
than instructional supervision and staff evaluation but did not
specify.

Fifteen (15%) teachers did not respond to this particular

item.
When asked to indicate whether or not a conference between
the teacher and supervisor was conducted prior to an observation
session, 27 (27%) teachers indicated a conference was conducted prior
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to the observation session.

Sixty-five (65%) teachers indicated a

conference did not precede the classroom observation session.

Eight

(8%) teachers did not respond to this item.
When asked to indicate whether or not a conference was
conducted following a classroom observation session, 60 (60%) teachers
indicated conferences were conducted following an observation session.
Thirty-two (32%) teachers indicated conferences were not held following
a classroom observation, and 10 (10%) teachers did not respond to
this item.
Teachers responding to the survey instrument were mainly female
(91%) and had taught an average of 8 years.

A large percentage (65%)

of the teachers held bachelor's degrees with approximately 15 additional
semester hours.

Something of a dichotomy occurred when 49 percent of

the teachers indicated that they had been observed 3 or more times a
year, but 50 percent indicated that they had seldom or never been
observed in the classroom setting.

The teachers indicated that

conferences related to classroom observations occurred more frequently
following a classroom observation session than they did prior to a
classroom observation session.

Results of the Statistical Analysis
Research question 1. What are the attitudes of elementary
school teachers serving Native American children toward teacher
observations viewed as improvement of instruction?
Table 3 presents a summary of the data related to current and
ideal roles of instructional supervision and staff evaluation as viewed
by teachers when compared to a hypothetical mean of 2.50.

A mean of

less than 2.50 indicated that teachers, as a group, agreed that current
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or ideal instructional supervision practices were conducted for the
purpose of improving instruction.

A mean of more than 2.50 indicated

that teachers, as a group, disagreed that current or ideal instructional
supervision practices were conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction.

On the response scale of the instrument, selection of 1

indicated strong agreement and selection of 4 indicated strong disagree
ment .

TABLE 3
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND _t VALUES FOR TEACHER
ATTITUDES TOWARD CURRENT/IDEAL INSTRUCTIONAL
SUPERVISION ROLES AND CURRENT/IDEAL
STAFF EVALUATION ROLES

Scale

X

SD

Supervision/Current
Supervision/Ideal

2.766
2.070

.568
.443

4.68a
—9.71a

Evaluation/Current
Evaluation/Ideal

2.869
2.207

.577
.431

6.40a
-6.80a

t_

adf = 99, p <.001

Responses to items regarding current instructional supervisory
processes for the purpose of improving instruction had a mean of 2.766
with a _t value of 4.68 when compared to a hypothetical mean of 2.50.
By comparison, responses to items regarding ideal instructional
supervisory practices for the purpose of improving instruction had a
mean of 2.070 with a _t value of -9.71 when compared to a hypothetical
mean of 2.50.

Both differences were significant at the .001 level.

The analysis indicated that teachers, as a group, disagreed that
current supervisory practices were conducted for the purpose of improving
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instruction.

However, the teachers, as a group, tended to agree that

ideally instructional supervisory processes should be conducted for
the purpose of improving instruction.
Research question 2. What are the attitudes of elementary
school teachers serving Native American children toward teacher observa
tions viewed as evaluation?
Responses to items regarding current staff evaluation prac
tices for the purpose of improving instruction had a mean of 2.869
with a t_ value of 6.40 when compared to a hypothetical mean of 2.50.
By comparison, responses to items regarding ideal staff evaluation
processes for the purpose of improving instruction had a mean of 2.207
with a t_ value of -6.80 when compared to a hypothetical mean of 2.50.
Both differences were significant at the .001 level.

The data indicated

that teachers, as a group, disagreed that current staff evaluation
processes were conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.
However, teachers, as a group, tended to agree that ideal staff evaluation
processes should be conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.

Research Questions 3 through 6
The remaining research questions have been converted to null
hypotheses.

The results of the statistical treatment of the data

were reported in the order in which the null hypotheses were stated.
Null hypothesis 1.

There is no significant difference between

the attitudes of teachers serving Native American children toward
instructional supervision viewed as the improvement of instruction
and evaluation viewed as the improvement of instruction.
The results of the related _t-test comparing teacher attitudes
toward current and ideal instructional supervision and staff evaluation
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for the purpose of improving instruction are presented in table 4.

TABLE 4
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND _t VALUES FOR CURRENT
SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION, IDEAL SUPERVISION AND
EVALUATION, CURRENT/IDEAL SUPERVISION, AND
CURRENT/IDEAL EVALUATION PRACTICES

Scale

X

SD

_t

Supervision/Current
Evaluation/Current

2.766
2.869

.568
.577

-2.13

.036

Supervision/Ideal
Evaluation/Ideal

2.070
2.208

.443
.431

-4.46

<.001

Supervision/Current
Supervision/Ideal

2. 766
2.070

.568
.443

9.51

<.001

Evaluation/Current
Evaluation/Ideal

2.869
2.208

.577
.430

9.23

<.001

P

There was a significant difference (p <.05) in teacher atti
tudes toward current instructional supervision processes and teacher
attitudes toward current evaluation processes.

Since a significant

difference at the .05 level was found, the null hypothesis was rejected.
The mean score for current supervision was 2.766, and the mean score
for current evaluation was 2.869.

Although teachers tended to disagree

that current instructional supervision processes were conducted
previously for the purpose of improving instruction, teachers disagreed
more strongly that staff evaluation processes were conducted for the
purpose of improving instruction.
Null hypothesis 2.

There is no significant difference between

the attitudes of teachers serving Native American children toward
ideal instructional supervision for the improvement of instruction and
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ideal instructional supervision for the purpose of staff evaluation.
There was a significant difference (p <.001) in teacher
attitudes toward ideal instructional supervisory processes and ideal
staff evaluation processes.
rejected.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was

Ideal supervisory processes had a mean score of 2.070, and

ideal evaluation processes had a mean score of 2.207.

Although

teachers agreed that ideal staff evaluation processes should be
conducted for the purpose of improving instruction, there was much
stronger agreement that ideal supervisory processes should be conducted
for the purpose of improving instruction.
Null hypothesis 3.

There is no significant difference between

the current and ideal roles of instructional supervision for the
purpose of improving instruction as perceived by teachers who serve
Native American children.
There was a significant difference (p <.001) in teacher
attitudes toward current and ideal instructional supervision processes.
Since a significant difference at the .001 level was found, the null
hypothesis was rejected.

The mean score for current supervisory

processes was 2.766, and the mean score for ideal supervisory processes
was 2.070.

Teachers disagreed that instructional supervision processes

in their present form were conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction.

However, teachers believed that ideally instructional

supervision should be conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.
Null hypothesis 4 .

There is no significant difference between

the current and ideal roles of staff evaluation for the purpose of
improving instruction as perceived by teachers who serve Native
American children.
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There was a significant difference (p <.001) in teacher
attitudes between current and ideal staff evaluation processes.
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

There

The mean scores for teacher

attitudes toward current staff evaluation processes and ideal staff
evaluation processes were 2.869 and 2.208, respectively.

Teachers,

as a group, disagreed that current staff evaluation processes were
conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.

However, teachers

were generally in agreement that ideal staff evaluation processes
should be used to help improve instruction.
Null hypothesis 5.

There is no significant difference between

age groups on the attitudes of teachers toward instructional super
vision and staff evaluation.
Age was considered as a factor that may have had an effect on
how teachers perceived current and ideal instructional supervisory and
staff evaluation processes.

In order to test the hypothesis of no

significant difference in attitudes of teachers among age groups
toward current and ideal instructional supervisory and staff evaluation
processes, the teachers were categorized into three different age
groups:

(1) 36 teachers in the 23-30 age group, (2) 29 teachers in

the 31-40 age group, and (3) 22 teachers in the 41-55 age group.
The means and F values for the three age groups are presented
in table 5.
There was no significant difference at the .05 level in atti
tudes of teachers toward current instructional supervision processes
among the three age groups.

Since no significant difference was found,

the null hypothesis was retained.

Age was not a factor that contributed

to differences in attitudes of teachers toward current instructional
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TABLE 5
MEANS OF AGE GROUPS IN RELATION TO ATTITUDES TOWARD
CURRENT AND IDEAL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION
AND STAFF EVALUATION PRACTICES

Age Group
Number

23-30
36

31-40
29

41-55
22

X

X

X

jr*

Current Instructional
Supervision

2.78

2.72

2.84

.301

Ideal Instructional
Supervision

1.95

2.01

2.28

4.382**

Current Staff Evalua
tion

2.84

2.91

2.82

.188

Ideal Staff Evalua
tion

2.09

2.16

2.41

4.221**

*A11 F tests had. 2 and 84 degrees of freedom.
**p <.05

supervision processes.

Regardless of age, teachers tended to disagree

that current instructional supervision processes were conducted
primarily for the purpose of improving instruction.
There was a significant difference in attitudes of teachers
toward ideal instructional supervisory processes at the .05 level among
the three age groups.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

Although all age groups agreed that ideal instructional supervision
practices should be conducted for the purpose of improving instruction,
younger teachers were in stronger agreement than older teachers that
ideal instructional supervision processes should be conducted to help
improve instruction.
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There was no significant difference (p >.05) in the attitudes
of teachers toward current staff evaluation processes among the three
groups.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.

Teachers,

regardless of age, disagreed that current staff evaluation processes
were conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.
There was a significant difference in the attitudes of teachers
toward ideal staff evaluation processes at the .05 level when age was
considered as a variable.

The null hypothesis was rejected.

Teachers

generally agreed that ideal staff evaluation processes should be used
to help improve instruction.

However, mean scores indicated that

younger teachers agreed more strongly than older teachers that ideal
staff evaluation processes should be conducted for the purpose of
improving instruction.
Null hypothesis 6.

There is no significant difference in

attitudes toward instructional supervision and staff evaluation between
teachers employed by Bureau of Indian Affairs schools and teachers
employed by public schools.
The data for testing the hypothesis of no significant difference
between teacher attitudes toward current and ideal instructional
supervision and staff evaluation processes when comparing public
school teacher attitudes to Bureau of Indian Affairs school teacher
attitudes are presented in table 6.
There was a significant difference (p <.05) between attitudes
of public school teachers and attitudes of Bureau of Indian Affairs
school teachers toward current supervisory processes.
null hypothesis was rejected.

Therefore, the

The mean score for public school teacher

attitudes toward current supervisory processes was 2.613.

The mean
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TABLE 6
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t_ VALUES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
TEACHERS AND BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCHOOL TEACHERS
FOR CURRENT AND IDEAL SUPERVISION
AND EVALUATION PRACTICES

Group

N

Supervision-Current
Public
BIA

X

SD

Jt

P

47
53

2.613
2.913

.615
.483

-2.74

.007

47
53

2.002
2.132

.443
.451

-1.47

.460

47
53

2.739
2.997

.615
.517

-2.26

.026

47
53

2.183
2.228

.058
.064

.51

.608

df = 97, p <.05
Supervision-Ideal
Public
BIA
df = 97, p >.05
Evaluation-Current
Public
BIA
df = 97, p <.05
Evaluation-Ideal
Public
BIA
df = 97, p >.05

score for Bureau of Indian Affairs school teacher attitudes toward
current supervisory processes was 2.913.

Although mean scores indicated

that both groups disagreed that current instructional supervisory
processes were conducted for the purpose of improving instruction,
Bureau of Indian Affairs teachers were in much stronger disagreement
than were public school teachers.
There was no significant difference at the .05 level between
attitudes of public school teachers and attitudes of Bureau of Indian
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Affairs school teachers in relation to ideal supervisory processes.
The null hypothesis was retained for this portion of the study.

The

mean scores for attitudes of public school teachers toward ideal
supervisory processes and attitudes of Bureau of Indian Affairs school
teachers toward ideal supervisory processes were 2.002 and 2.132,
respectively.

The mean scores indicated that both groups agreed that

ideal instructional supervisory processes should be conducted for the
purpose of improving instruction.
There was a significant difference at the .05 level between
attitudes of public school teachers and attitudes of Bureau of Indian
Affairs school teachers toward current staff evaluation processes.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

Mean scores indicated

that both groups disagreed that current staff evaluation processes
were conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.

However,

Bureau of Indian Affairs school teachers more strongly disagreed that
staff evaluation processes in their present form were conducted to help
improve instruction.
There was no significant difference at the .05 level between
attitudes of public school teachers and attitudes of Bureau of Indian
Affairs school teachers in relation to ideal evaluation processes.
The null hypothesis was retained for this portion of the study.

The

mean score for public school teachers was 2.183 and the mean score for
the Bureau of Indian Affairs school teachers was 2.228.

Both groups

agreed that ideal staff evaluation processes should be conducted for
the purpose of improving instruction.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Supervision and evaluation of teaching have been an integral
part of the public education system since colonial times.

Since

colonial times, the supervision and evaluation of teaching have evolved
from mere inspection conducted by laypersons to a more sophisticated
form of supervision and evaluation conducted by professionals in the
field and designed to help improve the teaching/learning process.
A number of instructional supervision and staff evaluation
models have been developed over time to aid supervisors in carrying
out their supervisory and evaluation responsibilities.

Such models

generally tended to be designed to assist teachers in the improvement
of instruction.

Several of the models have been described in detail.

Various authors concurred that the implementation of a systematic
supervisory and evaluation process, accompanied by the cooperation of
the entire staff, had potential for improving instruction.
As has been noted, there were those who were of the opinion
that present supervisory and staff evaluation processes did not
reflect the more sophisticated form of the art.

In too many

instances instructional supervision and staff evaluation processes
were conducted at the inspection level to comply with regulations
and mandates and were often times cursory at best.
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It was questionable whether or not such processes helped to
improve the instruction that was provided for children.

There was no

guidance that indicated that schools serving Native American children
utilized a systematic approach to instructional supervision and
evaluation.
A number of studies have been conducted to determine causes
for the continued low academic achievement of Native American students.
Resulting recommendations to alleviate problems associated with Indian
education have focused largely on cultural aspects of schooling,
additional remedial programs, and tribally controlled education systems.
Little or no emphasis has been placed on instructional supervision
and staff evaluation as a possible means for remediation.

A review of

the literature revealed that few, if any, studies had been devoted to
determining the kinds of supervisory and evaluation processes that
had been implemented in schools attended by Native American children
and what affect, if any, they had had on the improvement of the
teaching/learning process.
The decision to study the attitudes of teachers serving Native
American children toward instructional supervision and staff evaluation
was based on the writer's desire to gain knowledge related to the kinds
of instructional supervision and staff evaluation processes that were
being implemented by schools serving Native American children, and
whether they were viewed by teachers as helpful to the improvement of
instruction.

It was the writer's belief that information gained

regarding teacher attitudes toward current and ideal supervisory and
evaluation processes would be helpful in planning and implementing
processes that would aid in the improvement of instruction.
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Hypotheses were developed for testing differences in teacher
attitudes toward current and ideal instructional supervision and
staff evaluation processes.

In addition, hypotheses were developed to

test differences in attitudes among teacher groups toward instructional
supervision and staff evaluation on the basis of age and type of
school (Bureau of Indian Affairs or public).
In order to measure the attitudes of identified teacher groups,
it was necessary to construct an attitude scale.

A Likert-type scale

was developed, and then revised with the assistance of graduate students
and with a panel of judges consisting of personnel in the educational
administration department at the University of North Dakota.

The

instrument was then administered to the sample population.
One hundred teachers from eight schools in the state of North
Dakota were selected to participate in the study.

The eight schools

were located on or near the four Indian reservations and served a high
percentage of Native American children.
The data were treated for significant differences using the
_t-test and analysis of variance (ANOVA).

The IBM 370/158 computer in

the Computer Center at the University of North Dakota was used for
statistical treatment of the data.
in the null hypothesis form.

Research questions were restated

A probability level of .05 was considered

adequately significant to reject the null hypothesis.
Overall, teachers disagreed that current instructional super
vision and staff evaluation processes were conducted primarily for the
purpose of improving instruction.

However, teachers indicated that

ideal instructional supervisory and staff evaluation processes should
be designed to help improve instruction.
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There was a significant difference at the .05 level when
teacher attitudes toward ideal instructional supervision and staff
evaluation processes were compared on the basis of age.

All age groups

agreed that ideal instructional supervision processes should be conducted
for the purpose of improving instruction.

However, as age increased,

attitudes toward ideal instructional supervision for the purpose of
improving instruction became less positive.
Again, there was a statistically significant difference at the
.05 level when the type of school was considered as a variable that
would have an effect on teacher attitudes toward current instructional
and staff evaluation processes.

Both groups, Bureau of Indian Affairs

teachers and public school teachers, disagreed that current instructional
supervision was conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.
However, Bureau of Indian Affairs teachers disagreed more strongly than
public school teachers that current instructional supervision was
conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.

There was no

statistically significant difference in attitudes of teachers toward
ideal instructional and staff evaluation processes when the type of
school was considered as a variable.

Conclusions
The following conclusions are based on the statistical analysis
of data accumulated for this study.

The conclusions are reported in

the order in which the null hypotheses were stated.
1.

It was found among the individuals in the population

studied that there was a statistically significant difference when
teacher attitudes toward current instructional supervision were compared
to teacher attitudes toward current staff evaluation practices as they

98

related to the improvement of instruction.

While teachers in the

population generally tended to disagree that current instructional
supervisory processes were conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction, they more strongly disagreed that staff evaluation
processes were conducted for the same purpose.

Government-imposed

accountability measures resulting from the criticism of standards in
schools that served concentrations of Native American students may have
been a factor which contributed to attitudes teachers held toward
current instructional supervision processes being implemented in schools
serving Native American students.
2.

When attitudes among teachers participating in this study

toward ideal instructional supervisory processes were compared to ideal
staff evaluation processes, a statistically significant difference was
found.

Although teachers agreed that ideal instructional supervision

processes and ideal staff evaluation processes should have been conducted
for the purpose of improving instruction, the teachers more strongly
agreed that instructional supervision should have been conducted for the
primary purpose of improving instruction.

Teachers were in less agree

ment that staff evaluations should have been conducted primarily for
the purpose of improving instruction.

This difference may have been

due to the belief teachers held that staff evaluation procedures should
have been utilized to make administrative decisions regarding dismissal,
retention, and nonrenewal in addition to assisting in the improvement
of instruction.
3.

A statistically significant difference was found between

current and ideal instructional supervision as viewed by teachers
participating in the study.

Teachers disagreed that instructional
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supervision, in its present form, was conducted primarily for the
purpose of improving instruction.

However, teachers agreed that ideal

instructional supervision processes should have been conducted for
the purpose of improving instruction.

Statistical evidence seemed to

suggest that teachers were dissatisfied with instructional supervision
processes in their present form.

It seemed apparent that teachers

desired a form of instructional supervision that was designed to help
improve the teaching/learning process.
4.

An analysis of the data revealed that there was a signifi

cant difference between current and ideal roles of staff evaluation as
viewed by teachers participating in the study.

Teachers disagreed that

current staff evaluation processes were conducted for the purpose of
improving instruction.

Teacher responses indicated that they believed

that staff evaluation processes should have been focused more on
attempting to improve instruction.
Statistical analysis of the data suggested that while teachers
viewed ideal supervision and evaluation as processes that should have
been implemented for the purpose of improving instruction, they believed
that instructional supervision should have been conducted primarily for
instructional improvement purposes.

However, the lower score for ideal

evaluation processes seemed to indicate that teachers believed that staff
evaluation should serve a dual purpose— evaluation for the purpose of
improving instruction and evaluation for administrative decision making.
Again, the recent influence of the federal government in setting
evaluation and accountability standards in schools serving Native American
students may have influenced the manner in which teachers responded.
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5.

When age was considered as a factor that determined how

teachers participating in the study viewed current instructional
supervision, no significant difference was found.

Teachers, regardless

of age, tended to agree that current instructional supervisory processes
were not conducted solely for the purpose of improving instruction.
It may have been that past instructional supervision processes had
been used, in part, for the purpose of evaluating teaching staff.

It

may also have been that instructional supervisory activities were
conducted largely for the purpose of meeting legal requirements with
little regard to the impact instructional supervision may have had on
the improvement of instruction.
6.

When age was considered as a factor that contributed to

how teachers participating in the study viewed ideal instructional
supervision, statistical treatment of the data produced a significant
difference.

As age increased, attitudes toward ideal instructional

supervision processes for the purpose of improving instruction became
less positive.

This finding could be attributable to the fact that

older teachers have had more experience with earlier evaluation
processes which were called instructional supervision.

As a result,

if older teachers did not view past "supervisory" practices as helpful,
they may not have considered supervision for the improvement of
instruction as a necessary part of the teaching/learning process.
7.

No significant difference was found in the attitudes of

teachers participating in the study toward current staff evaluation
processes when age was considered as a variable.

Teachers, regardless

of age, tended to agree that present staff evaluation processes were
not conducted for the purpose of improving instruction.

Again, the age
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of teachers in relation to attitudes toward ideal staff evaluation
processes produced a statistically significant difference.

Based on

statistical results, as age increased, teacher attitudes toward ideal
staff evaluation processes for the improvement of instruction became
less positive.

Views held by older teachers toward staff evaluation

may have been similar to views they held toward instructional super
vision in the sense that they have had years of experience with staff
evaluation.

Consequently, they may not have considered staff evaluation

crucial to their efforts to improve instruction.

Younger teachers,

however, seemed to view ideal staff evaluation as a helping process as
well as a method to be utilized in the administrative decision-making
process.
8.

When the attitudes of teachers participating in the study

who served in public education systems were compared to the attitudes
of teachers who served in Bureau of Indian Affairs school systems in
regard to current instructional supervision processes, there was a
statistically significant difference.

While both Bureau of Indian

Affairs school teachers and public school teachers disagreed that present
supervisory processes were conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction, teachers employed by public schools disagreed less strongly
than Bureau of Indian Affairs school teachers.

The results may have

been due to teachers' beliefs that instructional supervision in Bureau
of Indian Affairs schools did not occur often enough to be helpful.
Results also may have been due to Bureau of Indian Affairs teachers'
beliefs that instructional supervision occurred for the purpose of the
evaluation of teaching staff rather than for the purpose of improving
instruction.
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9.

When the attitudes of Bureau of Indian Affairs teachers

participating in the study were compared to the attitudes of public
school teachers participating in the study regarding views toward ideal
supervisory processes, there was no significant difference.

Both

Bureau of Indian Affairs school teachers and public school teachers
agreed that ideal instructional supervision processes should be
implemented primarily for the purpose of improving instruction.

It may

have been that teachers believed that a systematic instructional super
vision program would improve the teaching/learning process in providing
a better education for students being served.
10.

When the attitudes of teachers participating in the study

who served in Bureau of Indian Affairs school systems were compared to
the attitudes of teachers participating in the study who served in
public school systems in relation to current staff evaluation processes,
a statistically significant difference was found.

While both groups of

teachers tended to disagree that current staff evaluation processes
were conducted for the purpose of improving instruction, Bureau of
Indian Affairs school teachers disagreed far more strongly that current
supervisory processes were conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction.
Most public schools used evaluation instruments that were
adopted or developed locally.

This may have allowed for a certain

amount of adaptability to accommodate changes in staff evaluation
processes for instructional improvement purposes.

The Bureau of Indian

Affairs teacher evaluation system was based on a standard process which
identified critical elements that were used in developing an assessment
tool or instrument for use with all Bureau of Indian Affairs teachers
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in a particular school.

The instrument was comprised of critical

elements that the teachers and administrators agreed upon for evaluation
purposes.

However, the critical elements were required to be measurable;

therefore, teacher performance was typically evaluated on the basis of
recorded data, for example, attendance and other such factors, rather
than on teaching performance.

How well one taught math, reading, and

language arts was very difficult to measure.

Therefore, when using the

Bureau of Indian Affairs evaluation process one was not able to evaluate
the actual teaching performance because it was not considered measurable.
It may have been that the Bureau of Indian Affairs evaluation process
did not accommodate teacher needs regarding evaluation for the instruc
tional improvement process.
11.

Comparisons of the attitudes of teachers participating in

the study employed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs to the attitudes of
public school teachers participating in the study toward ideal staff
evaluation processes produced no significant difference.

Both groups

of teachers agreed that staff evaluation processes should be designed
to help teachers improve instruction.

This finding may have been

attributed to the fact that the staff evaluation process focused
primarily on teacher strengths and weaknesses for the purpose of making
decisions regarding reassignment, retention, dismissal, or nonrenewal.

Limitations
As can be expected, any kind of research design imposes
certain limitations on a study.

Following is a list of limitations

pertinent to this study:
1.
the research design.

The use of an attitude scale imposed some limitations on
Attitude regarding a particular subject may have
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varied over time.
2.
design.

Incomplete data imposed certain limitations on the research

A large number of teachers from one of the Indian reservations

involved in the study did not respond to items regarding current
instructional supervision and staff evaluation processes.

Because

instructional supervisory activities were not conducted by the super
visor in the school, teachers did not feel that they could provide
accurate responses that would reflect their attitudes toward instruc
tional supervision.
3.

Because there were so few male respondents to the survey,

it was not possible to draw conclusions regarding teachers' attitudes
toward instructional supervision and staff evaluation on the basis of
sex difference of respondents.

Recommendations
The following recommendations are offered based on knowledge
gained by the writer during the course of the study:
1.

It is recommended that further study be conducted to

determine causes for negative teacher attitudes toward current
instructional supervision and staff evaluation processes.
2.

It is recommended that elementary school personnel serving

Native American children in the state of North Dakota become engaged
in instructional supervision and staff evaluation techniques designed
to improve instruction, that is, models or adaptations of models
designed to improve instruction.
3.

It is recommended that school personnel engage in research

activities to determine what kinds of classroom supervision and
evaluation activities are best suited to the needs of teachers in their
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efforts to improve classroom instruction.
4.

It is recommended that further study be conducted to

determine what factors, other than instructional supervision and
staff evaluation, may contribute to the improvement of instruction in
Indian education.

The following are areas in which further study is

specifically recommended:
1.

The impact that Indian preference has had on Indian

education.
2.

The degree to which specially funded programs are eventually

integrated into the curriculum of schools serving Native American
students.
3.

The degree to which specially funded programs impacted the

attainment of educational objectives in Indian education.
4.

The degree to which administrators utilize their knowledge

of leadership styles in their efforts to achieve educational goals in
schools serving Native American children.

APPENDIX A
ORIGINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT

108

SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it ought to 1

The way it is

SA

A

U

D

SD

1. The purpose of instructional super
vision is to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

5

2. Supervisory activities provide
teachers with opportunities to
improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

5

3. The instructional supervisory
program includes impromptu visits
to various classrooms for the
purpose of evaluating the teaching
staff.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

Supervision is part of the teacher
evaluation process.

2

3

4

5

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

2

2

1

3

4

3

5

4

4. Instructional supervision has no
effect on the improvement of
instruction.
5

2

3

4

5

6. Supervisory activities do not pro
vide teachers with the opportunity
to improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

7. Classroom observations are helpful
in improving the quality of instruc
tion provided for children.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

8. The supervisor helps teachers
identify alternative teaching
methods and strategies that improve
the teaching performance.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

9. Conferences between the supervisor
and teacher regarding what was
observed during the classroom
observations are helpful in the
improvement of instruction.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

10. Decisions regarding retention, non
renewal, and dismissal are based on
data gathered during the course of
activities directly related to the
instructional supervision program.

1
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it ought to be

The way it is

SA

A

U

D

SD

11. Supervision is aimed primarily at
helping teachers develop profes
sionally in an effort to improve
the overall quality of instruction
they provide for children.

1

2

3

4

5

5

12. The implementation of an instruc
tional supervisory program leads to
the improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

13. Classroom observations do not
improve the quality of instruction
provided for children.

1

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

14. The supervisor plans inservice
activities for the instructional
staff that are helpful in the
improving of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

15. The supervisor encourages interaction among staff members that
promotes peer supervisory activities.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

16. Peer supervisory activities lend
themselves well to the improvement
of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

17. An instructional supervision program
does not have a significant impact
on the improvement of instruction.

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

18. Teacher evaluation is a result of
data gathered during instructional
supervisory activities.

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

19. Conferences between the supervisor
and teacher regarding classroom
observations of teaching performance
and other aspects of teaching and
learning do not help to improve
instruction.

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

20. Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improvement
of instruction.

3

4

5

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

3
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it ought to be

The way it is

SA

A

U

D

SD

21. Data gathered during activities
related to the instructional
supervision program are not used
to make administrative decisions
regarding retention, nonrenewal,
and dismissal of staff.

I

2

3

4

5

5

22. Inservice activities do not help
to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

23. Teacher self-evaluation is an
integral part of the instructional
supervision program.

I

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

24. Instructional supervision is not a
part of the teacher evaluation
process.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

25. The identification and utilization
of alternative teaching methods
and strategies does not improve
teaching performance.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

26. The supervisor provides opportuni
ties for members of the instruc
tional staff to make significant
contributions to the improvement of
instruction.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

27. The supervisor works to encourage
communication among various groups
within the system in an attempt to
improve instruction.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

28. Instructional supervision is a form
of evaluation.

2

3

4

5

SA

A

U

D

SD

I

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

2

2

3

4

5

29. Instructional supervision is a co
ordinated effort by all school
personnel to improve the overall
quality of educational services
provided for children.

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

30. Communication among various groups
within the organization helps to
improve the quality of instruction
provided for children.

2

3

4

5
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it is

The way it ought to be

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

31. Instruction can be improved as a
result of staff involvement in an
instructional supervisory program.

1

2

3

4

5

32. There is no attempt to encourage
communication and interaction among
various groups and individuals
within the organization for the
purpose of improving instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

33. Teacher self-evaluation is a part
of the evaluation process.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

1

2

1

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

34. Attempts made by the supervisor to
help teachers in their professional
development do not improve the over
all quality of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

5

35. The supervisor provides opportuni
ties for teacher self-evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

36. Peer supervisory activities do not
help improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

37. There are no provisions made by the
supervisory program for the instruc
tional staff to make significant
contributions to the improvement of
instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

38. Communications among various groups
with the system have no effect on
the improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

39. Evaluation for teaching staff is
conducted for the purpose of
improving instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

40. Instructional improvement can occur
as a result of staff evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

.
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To:

Administration and Supervision in Elementary Schools class members

Below you will find statements about instructional supervision and evaluation.
Next to each statement are four columns.
The first two columns will indicate
whether you consider the statement to be one regarding evaluation or instruc
tional supervision.
Please check one of the two columns for each statement.
The last two columns will indicate whether you consider the statement to
represent a positive (+) or negative (-) attitude toward the process.
Please
indicate whether each statement is positive or negative by placing a check
mark in one of the two columns for each statement.
Following are definitions
of evaluation and instructional supervision:
Evaluation:

The assessment of a teacher's performance at the end of a pre
determined length of time for decisions regarding contract
renewal, nonrenewal, dismissal, and reassignment.

Instructional Supervision:

Supervision conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction.
Instructional supervision may
include observations, conferences, and the
provision of other services designated to aid the
teacher in improving instruction.

Statement

1 . The purpose of instructional
supervision is to improve
instruction.
2, Supervisory activities provide
teachers with opportunities to
improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.
3. The instructional supervisory
program includes impromptu
visits to various classrooms
for the purpose of evaluating
the teaching staff.
4. Instructional supervision has
no effect on the improvement
of instruction.
5. Supervision is part of the
teacher evaluation process.
6. Supervisory activities do not
provide teachers with the oppor
tunity to improve the teaching/
learning situation in the class
room.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

Evaluation

7. Classroom observations are help
ful in improving the quality of
instruction provided for children.
8. The supervisor helps teachers
identify alternative teaching
methods and strategies that
improve the teaching performance.
9. Conferences between the super
visor and teacher regarding what
was observed during the class
room observations are helpful in
the improvement of instruction.
10. Decisions regarding retention,
nonrenewal, and dismissal are
based on data gathered during
the course of activities directly
related to the instructional
supervision program.
11. Supervision is aimed primarily
at helping teachers develop pro
fessionally in an effort to
improve the overall quality of
instruction they provide for
children.
12. The implementation
tional supervisory
tional supervisory
to the improvement

of an instruc
programs leads
program leads
of instruction.

13. Classroom observations do not
improve the quality of instruction
provided for children.
14. The supervisor plans inservice
activities for the instructional
staff that are helpful in the
improving of instruction.
15. The supervisor encourages inter
action among staff members that
promotes peer supervisory activi
ties .

Instructional
Supervision
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Statement

16. Peer supervisory activities lend
themselves well to the improve
ment of instruction.
17. An instructional supervision
program does not have a signifi
cant impact on the improvement
of instruction.
18. Teacher evaluation is a result
of data gathered during instruc
tional supervisory activities.
19. Conferences between the super
visor and teacher regarding
classroom observations of
teaching performance and other
aspects of teaching and learning
do not help to improve instruc
tion.
20. Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improve
ment of instruction.
21. Data gathered during activities
related to the instructional
supervision program are not used
to make administrative decisions
regarding retention, nonrenewal,
and dismissal of staff.
22. Inservice activities do not help
to improve instruction.
23. Teacher self-evaluation is an
integral part of the instruc
tional supervision program.
24. Instructional supervision is not
a part of the teacher evaluation
process.
25. The identification and utilization
of alternative teaching methods
and strategies does not improve
teaching performance.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

26. The supervisor provides oppor
tunities for members of the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.
27. The supervisor works to encourage
communication among various groups
within the system in an attempt to
improve instruction.
28. Instructional supervision is a
form of evaluation.
29. Instructional supervision is a
coordinated effort by all school
personnel to improve the overall
quality of educational services
provided for children.
30. Communication among various
groups within the organization
helps to improve the quality of
instruction provided for children.
31. Instruction can be improved as a
result of staff involvement in an
instructional supervisory program.
32. There is no attempt to encourage
communication and interaction
among various groups and individ
uals within the organization for
the purpose of improving instruc
tion.
33. Teacher self-evaluation is a part
of the evaluation process.
34. Attempts made by the supervisor to
help teachers in their professional
development do not improve the
overall quality of instruction.
35. The supervisor provides opportuni
ties for teacher self-evaluation.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

36. Peer supervisory activities do
not help improve instruction.

00

37. There are no provisions made by
the supervisory program for the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.
Communications among various
groups with the system have no
effect on the improvement of
instruction.

39. Evaluation for teaching staff
is conducted for the purpose of
improving instruction.
40. Instructional improvement can
occur as a result of staff
evaluation.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it is

The way it ought to be

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1. Instructional supervision has no
effect on the improvement of
instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

2. Supervisory activities provide
teachers with opportunities to
improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

3. Teacher evaluation is conducted
for the purpose of improving
instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

4. Classroom observations do not
provide teachers with the oppor
tunity to improve the teaching/
learning situation in the class
room.

2

3

4

5

5. Supervisory activities do not
provide teachers with the oppor
tunity to improve the teaching/
learning situation in the classroom.

2

3

4

5

6. The purpose of instructional super
vision is to improve instruction.

2

3

4

5

7. Classroom observations are helpful
in improving the quality of
instruction provided for children.

2

3

4

5

8. An instructional supervision program
does not have a significant impact
on the improvement of instruction.

2

3

4

5

9. Peer supervisory activities lend
themselves well to the improvement
of instruction.

2

3

4

5

10. Staff evaluations are employed to
identify teachers who are not
performing at an acceptable level.

2

3

4

5

11. Instructional supervision provides
an opportunity for the supervisor
to point out areas of weakness to
the teacher.

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it ought to be

The way it is

SA

A

U

D

SD

13. The supervisor helps teachers
identify alternative teaching
methods and strategies that
improve the teaching performance.

1

2

3

4

5

14. Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improve
ment of instruction.

1

5

15. Teacher self-evaluation is helpful
to the improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

16. The identification and utilization
of alternative teaching methods
and strategies do not help to
improve teaching performance.

1

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

17. Conferences between the supervisor
and teacher regarding what was
observed during the classroom
observations are helpful in the
improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

18. The supervisor provides opportunities for teacher selfevaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

19. The supervisor provides opportunities for members of the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.

1

2

1

2

3

4

5

20. The staff evaluation process does
not provide teachers with infor
mation that will help them to
improve their instructional prac
tices.

1

2

1

2

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

12. Inservice activities do not help
to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

1

2

1

3

4

4

5

5

21. The supervisor works to encourage
communication among various groups
within the system in an attempt
to improve instruction.

1

2

3

2

4

3

4

5

5

3 4

3

4

5

5
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

The way it is

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it ought to 1

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

1

2

1

SA

A

U

D

SD

22. Instruction can be improved as a
result of staff involvement in
an instructional supervisory
program.

1

2

3

4

5

5

23. Teacher self-evaluation is a part
of the school's evaluation
process.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

24. Instructional supervision is a
coordinated effort by all school
personnel to improve the overall
quality of educational services
provided for children.

1

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

25. There is no attempt to encourage
communication and interaction
among various groups and individ
uals within the organization for
the purpose of improving instruc
tion.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

26. Instructional supervision is aimed
primarily at helping teachers
develop professionally in an
effort to improve the overall
quality of instruction they pro
vide for children.

1

2

3

4

5

27. Staff evaluations do not influence
the teaching/learning relationship
between teachers and students.

1

2

3

4

5

28. The supervisor
activities for
staff that are
improvement of

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

plans inservice
the instructional
helpful in the
instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

29. The supervisor encourages interaction among staff members that
promotes peer supervisory activi
ties .

1

2

3

4

5

30. Instructional supervision can
occur as a result of staff
evaluations.

1

2

3

4

5
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

SD-Strongly Disagree

The way it is

The way it ought to be

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

31. The implementation of an instruc
tional supervisory program leads
to the improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

32. Communication among various groups
within the organization helps to
improve the quality of instruction
provided for children.

1

2

3

4

5

33. Attempts made by the supervisor
to help teachers in their profes
sional development do not improve
the overall quality of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

34. The primary purpose of conducting
staff evaluations is because they
are required.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

1

2

1

1

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

35. Peer supervisory activities do not
help to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

5

36. Staff evaluations are not intended
to help teachers improve instructional techniques and practices.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

37. The instructional supervisory pro
gram includes impromptu visits
to various classrooms in an attempt
to maintain a close surveillance
over classroom activities.

3

4

5

38. Staff evaluations are used to
identify areas in which the
instructional staff need special
assistance to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

39. The primary purpose of gathering
data during the course of activi
ties directly related to the
instructional supervision program
is not to help teachers to improve
instructional practices.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

40. The teacher evaluation process
involves maintaining a close sur
veillance over staff to gather
data to be used in evaluative
decision making.

1

2

3

4

5
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SA-Strongly Agree

A-Agree

U-Undecided

D-Disagree

The way it is

The way it ought to be

SA

A

U

D

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

SD-Strongly Disagree

SA

A

U

D

SD

41. There are no provisions made by
the supervisory program for the
instructional staff to make sig
nificant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

42. Communications among various
groups within the system have
no effect on the improvement
of instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

APPENDIX D
FORM FOR FACULTY AND STUDENT REVIEW OF
FIRST REVISED SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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To:

Administration and Supervision in Elementary Schools class members

Below you will find statements about instructional supervision and evaluation.
Next to each statement are four columns. The first two columns will indicate
whether you consider the statement to be one regarding evaluation or instruc
tional supervision. Please check one of the two columns for each statement.
The last two columns will indicate whether you consider the statement to
represent a positive (+) or negative (-) attitude toward the process. Please
indicate whether each statement is positive or negative by placing a check
mark in one of the two columns for each statement. Following are definitions
of evaluation and instructional supervision:
Evaluation:

The assessment of a teacher's performance at the end of a pre
determined length of time for decisions regarding contract
renewal, nonrenewal, dismissal, and reassignment.

Instructional Supervision:

Supervision conducted for the purpose of improving
instruction.
Instructional supervision may
include observations, conferences, and the
provision of other services designated to aid the
teacher in improving instruction.

Statement

1.

Instructional supervision has
no effect on the improvement
of instruction.

2.

Supervisory activities provide
teachers with opportunities to
improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.

3.

Teacher evaluation is conduc
ted for the purpose of
improving instruction.

4.

Classroom observations do not
provide teachers with the
opportunity to improve the
teaching/learning situation
in the classroom.

5.

Supervisory activities do not
provide teachers with the
opportunity to improve the
teaching/learning situation in
the classroom.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

6.

The purpose of instructional
supervision is to improve
instruction.

7.

Classroom observations are
helpful in improving the
quality of instruction pro
vided for children.

8.

An instructional supervision
program does not have a
significant impact on the
improvement of instruction.

9.

Peer supervisory activities
lend themselves well to the
improvement of instruction.

10.

Staff evaluations are employed
to identify teachers who are
not performing at an acceptable
level.

11.

Instructional supervision
provides an opportunity for the
supervisor to point out areas
of weakness to the teacher.

12.

Inservice activities do not
help to improve instruction.

13.

The supervisor helps teachers
identify alternative teaching
methods and strategies that
improve the teaching performance.

14.

Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improve
ment of instruction.

15.

Teacher self-evaluation is help
ful to the improvement of
instruction.

16.

The identification and utilization
of alternative teaching methods
and strategies do not help to
improve teaching performance.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

17.

Conferences between the super
visor and teacher regarding
what was observed during the
classroom observations are
helpful in the improvement of
instruction.

18.

The supervisor provides oppor
tunities for teacher selfevaluation.

19.

The supervisor provides oppor
tunities for members of the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to
the improvement of instruction.

20.

The staff evaluation process
does not provide teachers with
information that will help them
to improve their instructional
practices.

21.

The supervisor works to encourage
communication among various
groups within the system in an
attempt to improve instruction.

22.

Instruction can be improved as
a result of staff involvement in
an instructional supervisory
program.

23.

Teacher self-evaluation is a part
of the school's evaluation
process.

24.

Instructional supervision is a
coordinated effort by all school
personnel to improve the overall
quality of educational services
provided for children.

25.

There is no attempt to encourage
communication and interaction
among various groups and individ
uals within the organization for
the purpose of improving instruc
tion.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

Evaluation

26.

Instructional supervision is
aimed primarily at helping
teachers develop professionally
in an effort to improve the
overall quality of instruction
they provide for children.

27.

Staff evaluations do not
influence the teaching/learning
relationship between teachers
and students.

28.

The supervisor plans inservice
activities for the instruc
tional staff that are helpful
in the improvement of instruc
tion.

29.

The supervisor encourages
interaction among staff members
that promotes peer supervisory
activities.

30.

Instructional supervision can
occur as a result of staff
evaluations.

31.

The implementation of an
instructional supervisory pro
gram leads to the improvement
of instruction.

32.

Communication among various
groups within the organization
helps to improve the quality
of instruction provided for
children.

33.

Attempts made by the supervisor
to help teachers in their profes
sional development do not improve
the overall quality of instruction.

34.

The primary purpose of conducting
staff evaluations is because
they are required.

Instructional
Supervision

+

-
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Statement

35.

Peer supervisory activities
do not help to improve
instruction.

36.

Staff evaluations are not
intended to help teachers
improve instructional tech
niques and practices.

37.

The instructional supervisory
program includes impromptu
visits to various classrooms
in an attempt to maintain a
close surveillance over class
room activities.

38.

Staff evaluations are used to
identify areas in which the
instructional staff need special
assistance to improve instruc
tion.

39.

The primary purpose of gather
ing data during the course of
activities directly related to
the instructional supervision
program is not to help teachers
to improve instructional prac
tices .

40.

The teacher evaluation process
involves maintaining a close
surveillance over staff to
gather data to be used in
evaluative decision making.

41.

There are no provisions made by
the supervisory program for the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.

42.

Communications among various
groups within the system have no
effect on the improvement of
instruction.

Evaluation

Instructional
Supervision

+

-

APPENDIX E
TEACHER INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION AND
EVALUATION ATTITUDE SURVEY
(FINAL INSTRUMENT)
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Teacher Instructional Supervision and
Evaluation Attitude SurveyDirections: Below are a set of statements about supervision and evaluation.
Each statement requires two responses— one under "This is the way I think it
is now" and another under "This is the way I think it should be." Please
answer every question by circling the two responses (one in each category)
based on your degree of agreement with the statement. Thank you for your
candid responses.

This is the way I
think it is now

<u

a)

u
GO
cd
CO
•H

0)

u
go

<
<D
CD

rH
GO
e

U
<D
<U
U
GO
<

o

u
u
CO

1

2

<u
0)
u
GO

Q

C

>>
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GO
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>>
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GO
£
O
u
4-1
CO

<

<D
<u
u
GO
cd
CO
•H
Q

1

2

3

GO
ed
CO
•H
Q

u
4-1
CO

3

4

1. Instructional supervision has no
effect on the improvement of
instruction.

o

QJ
<D
GO

Strongly Disagree

This is the way I
think it should be

1

2

3

4

2. Supervisory activities provide
teachers with opportunities to
improve the teaching/learning
situation in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

3. Teacher evaluation is conducted
for the purpose of improving
instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

4. Classroom observations conducted
by the instructional supervisor
do not help to improve the
quality of instruction provided
for children.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

5. Supervisory activities do not
provide teachers with the oppor
tunity to improve the teaching/
learning situation in the
classroom.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

6. The purpose of instructional
supervision is to improve
instruction.

1

2

3

4
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This is the way I
think it is now

Strongly Agree
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3
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7. Classroom observations are helpful
in improving the quality of
instruction provided for children.

1

2

3

4

8.

1

2

3

4

9. Peer supervisory activities lend
themselves well to the improve
ment of instruction.

1

2

3

4

10. Staff evaluations are employed to
identify teachers who are not
performing at an acceptable level.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

An instructional supervision program does not have a significant
impact on the improvement of
instruction.

1

2

3

Strongly Disagree

This is the way I
think it should be

4

4

i

2

3

4

11. Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improve
ment of instruction.

1

2

3

4

i

2

3

4

12. Inservice activities do not help
to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

i

2

3

4

13. The supervisor helps identify
alternative teaching methods and
strategies that improve the
teaching performance.

1

2

3

4

3

4

14. Instructional supervision has a
positive impact on the improve
ment of instruction.

1

3

4

3

4

15. Teacher self-evaluation, used as
part of the teacher evaluation
process, is helpful to the
improvement of instruction.

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

3
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Strongly Disagree

This is the way I
think it should be

This is the way I
think it is now
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1

2

3

4

16. The identification and utilization
of alternative teaching methods
and strategies do not help to
improve teaching performance.

1

1

2

3

4

17. Conferences between the supervisor
and teacher regarding what was
observed during the classroom
observations are helpful in the
improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

18. The teacher evaluation process
provides opportunities for teacher
self-evaluation.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

19. The supervisor provides oppor
tunities for members of the
instructional staff to make
significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

20. The staff evaluation process
does not provide teachers with
information that will help them
to improve their instructional
practices.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

21. The instructional supervisor
works to encourage communication
among various groups within the
system in an attempt to improve
instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

22. Instruction is improved as a
result of staff involvement in
the instructional supervision
program.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

23. Teacher self-evaluation is a part
of the school's evaluation process.

1

2

3

4
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This is the way I
think it is now
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24. Instructional supervision is a
coordinated effort by all school
personnel to improve the overall
quality of educational services
provided for children.
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1
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25. The instructional supervisor does
not encourage communication and
interaction among various groups
and individuals within the
organization for the purpose of
improving instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

26. Instructional supervision is aimed
primarily at helping teachers
develop professionally in an
effort to improve the overall
quality of instruction they
provide for children.

1

2

3

4

3

4

27. Staff evaluations do not have a
positive influence on the teaching/
learning relationship between
teachers and students.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

1

2

3

4

28. The supervisor
activities for
staff that are
improvement of

1

2

3

4

29. The supervisor encourages interaction among staff members that
promotes peer supervisory activit ies.

1

2

3

4

30. Instructional improvement occurs
as a result of staff evaluations.

plans inservice
the instructional
helpful in the
instruction.

2

3

Strongly Disagree

This is the way I
think it should be

4
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This is the way I
think it is now
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Strongly Disagree

This is the way I
think it should be
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31. The implementation of an
instructional supervisory pro
gram leads to the improvement
of instruction.

1

2

3

4

32. Communication among various
groups within the organization
helps to improve the quality of
instruction provided for
children.

1

2

3

4

33. Attempts made by the supervisor
to help teachers in their pro
fessional development do not
improve the overall quality of
instruction.

1

2

3

4

0)
CD
U
00

1

2

3

4

34. The primary purpose of conducting
staff evaluations is that they
are required.

1

i

2

3

4

35. Peer supervisory activities do not
help to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

i

2

3

4

36. Staff evaluations are not intended
to help teachers improve instruc
tional techniques and practices.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

37. The instructional supervisory
program includes impromptu visits
to various classrooms in an
attempt to maintain a close sur
veillance over classroom activi
ties .

1

2

3

4

38. Staff evaluations are used to
identify areas in which the
instructional staff need special
assistance to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

2

3

4
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This is the way I
think it is now

This is the way I
think it should be
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39. The primary purpose of gathering
data during the course of activi
ties directly related to the
instructional supervision program
is for something other than to
help teachers to improve instruc
tional practices.

1

1

2

3

A

40. The teacher evaluation process
involves maintaining a close
surveillance over staff to gather
data to be used in evaluative
decision making.

1

2

3

4

3

4

41. There are no provisions made by
the instructional supervision
program for the instructional
staff to make significant con
tributions to the improvement of
instruction.

1

2

3

4

3

4

42. Communications among various groups
within the system have no effect
on the improvement of instruction.

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

4
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THE
UNIVERSITY

THE CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING
Box 8158, University Station
Grand Forks, North Dakota 58202

OF
NORTH
DAKOTA

May 3, 1983

Dear :
I am a Native American graduate student working on a Doctor of Education
degree in Educational Administration at the University of North Dakota.
I am conducting a dissertation study related to the attitudes of
teachers toward instructional supervision and evaluation in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for my degree. I have elected to limit
the study to teachers employed by schools which have significant enroll
ments of Native American students located on or near the four Indian
reservations in North Dakota.
The findings presented will represent the views held by teachers toward
present practices in instructional supervision and evaluation and their
relationship to the improvement of instruction. The findings will be
helpful in identifying the supervisory activities that instructional
personnel view as most helpful in improving instructional practices in
the classroom. In addition, the findings will indicate what teachers
consider to be the current and ideal roles of supervision and evaluation.
Information gained from this study should be useful in the development
and implementation of a supervisory program that is designed to help
teachers improve instruction. I would be most willing to share the
findings of this study with your school if you so desire.
This letter is a request for your assistance in conducting the study in
your school. I am requesting your permission to administer a survey
instrument designed to assess the attitudes of all members of your
elementary teaching staff toward instructional supervision and evaluation.
The instrument will take approximately twenty minutes to complete and
can be administered to the group at a time that is convenient for them.
If you have any questions regarding the study, you may feel free to
contact me. My office number is 701-777-3247 and my home number is
701-746-9785. Your assistance to me in conducting the study will be
greatly appreciated.

U N D is an a q u a ! o p p o r t u n it y in s t it u t io n
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Please be assured that the schools and the individual teacher
responses will be treated confidentially. The data will be reported
in a way which will assure that confidentiality will be maintained.
I will contact you by telephone in the near future to inquire about
your decision regarding this matter. If you choose to allow your
school to participate in the study, I will contact you again to set a
date that is mutually convenient for administering the survey instru
ment to the selected staff members.
Thank you for your consideration of my request.
Sincerely,

Teresa Delorme
Graduate Student

Donald K. Lemon, Advisor

APPENDIX G

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
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Background Information

Please complete the following items by either checking the appropriate
response or by providing the information requested.
1.

Name of school:

2.

Age: ___________________________________________

3.

a.

4.

Total number of years teaching experience:

5.

Total number of years in present location:

6.

Education level:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

7.

Bachelor's degree
Bachelor's degree
earned beyond the
Master's degree
Master's degree +
earned beyond the
Other (Specify):

b.

Female:

+ (Please indicate the number of hours
Bachelor's degree:
)
(Please indicate the number of hours
Master's degree:
)

How frequently are you observed in the teaching situation?
check one.)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

8.

Male:

(Please

Once a week or more
Two or more times per month
Once a month
Three or more times per year
Once a year
Seldom or never

What is the purpose of the observations?
a. ____ Supervision (to assist in improving instruction)
b. ____ Evaluation (to make decisions about retention, reassign
ment, or termination)
c. ____ Supervision and evaluation
d. ____ Other (Specify): _______________________________________

9.

Do you typically have a conference with the supervisor about the
observation before the observation occurs?
Yes ____
No ___

10.

Do you typically have a conference with the supervisor about the
observation after the observation occurs?
Yes
No

APPENDIX H

SUMMARY OF PERCENTAGES FOR INDIVIDUAL
INSTRUMENT ITEMS

TABLE 7
PERCENTAGE OF AGREE, DISAGREE, AND NO RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL INSTRUMENT ITEMS
WHICH WERE DIRECTIONALLY POSITIVE ABOUT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION

Instrument Item

Percentages/ldeal

Percentages/Current

No
Respons

Disagree

No
Response

Agree

Supervisory activities provide teachers
with opportunities to improve the
teaching/learning situation in the
classroom.

59

29

12

89

5

6

The purpose of instructional supervision
is to improve instruction.

63

31

6

92

6

2

Classroom observations are helpful in
improving the quality of instruction
provided for children.

55

38

7

88

8

4

Peer supervisory activities lend them
selves well to the improvement of
instruction.

44

49

7

64

34

2

Instructional supervision has a positive
impact on the improvement of instruction.

48

45

7

86

10

4

The supervisor helps identify alternative
teaching methods and strategies that
improve the teaching performance.

47

47

6

92

5

3

Disagree
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Agree

TABLE 7— Continued

Instrument Item

Percentages/Current
No
Response

Percentages/Ideal

Agree

Disagree

No
Response

Disagree

17. Conferences between the supervisor and
teacher regarding what was observed
during the classroom observations are
helpful in the improvement of instruc
tion.

69

25

6

93

3

4

19. The supervisor provides opportunities
for members of the instructional staff
to make significant contributions to the
improvement of instruction.

59

36

5

94

2

4

21. The instructional supervisor works to
encourage communication among various
groups within the system in an attempt to
improve instruction.

61

33

6

94

4

2

22. Instruction is improved as a result of
staff involvement in the instructional
supervision program.

54

40

6

97

1

2

24. Instructional supervision is a coordi
nated effort by all school personnel to
improve the overall quality of educa
tional services provided for children.

38

52

10

94

1

5

144

Agree

TABLE 7— Continued

Instrument Item

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current
No
Response

Agree

Disagree

No
Response

Disagree

26. Instructional supervision is aimed
primarily at helping teachers develop
professionally in an effort to improve
the overall quality of instruction they
provide for children.

58

33

9

90

6

4

28. The supervisor plans in-service
activities for the instructional staff
that are helpful in the improvement of
instruction.

63

29

8

91

6

3

29. The supervisor encourages interaction
among staff members that promotes peer
supervisory activities.

36

56

8

79

17

4

31. The implementation of an instructional
supervisory program leads to the
improvement of instruction.

56

35

8

92

4

4

32. Communication among various groups
within the organization helps to improve
the quality of instruction provided for
children.

72

21

7

97

1

2
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Agree

TABLE 8
PERCENTAGE OF AGREE, DISAGREE, AND NO RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL INSTRUMENT ITEMS
WHICH WERE DIRECTIONALLY NEGATIVE ABOUT INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION

Instrument Item

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current

No
Response

Disagree

No
Response

Agree

Disagree

1. Instructional supervision has no effect
on the improvement of instruction.

42

48

10

22

73

5

4. Classroom observations conducted by the
instructional supervisor do not help to
improve the quality of instruction
provided for children.

36

57

7

14

78

3

5. Supervisory activities do not provide
teachers with the opportunity to improve
the teaching/learning situation in the
classroom.

38

52

10

17

78

5

8. An instructional supervision program
does not have a significant impact on
the improvement of instruction.

39

53

8

19

76

5

12. Inservice activities do not help to
improve instruction.

23

72

5

14

84

2

16. The identification and utilization of
alternative teaching methods and strate
gies do not help to improve teaching
performance.

22

72

6

18

80

2
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Agree

TABLE 8— Continued

Instrument Item

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current
No
Response

No
Respon

Disagree

8

17

79

4

70

6

20

76

4

35

54

11

28

63

9

39. The primary purpose of gathering data
during the course of activities directly
related to the instructional supervision
program is for something other than to
help teachers to improve instructional
practices.

42

50

8

25

72

3

41. There are no provisions made by the
instructional supervision program for
the instructional staff to make signifi
cant contributions to the improvement of
instruction.

49

45

6

21

75

4

Disagree

The instructional supervisor does not
encourage communication and interaction
among various groups and individuals
within the organization for the purpose
of improving instruction.

28

64

Attempts made by the supervisor to help
teachers in their professional develop
ment do not improve the overall quality
of instruction.

24

Peer supervisory activities do not help
to improve instruction.

147

Agree

Agree

TABLE 8— Continued

Instrument Item

42. Communication among various groups
within the system have no effect on
the improvement of instruction

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current

Agree

Disagree

24

71

No
Response

5

Agree

Disagree

17

78

No
Response

5

148

TABLE 9
PERCENTAGE OF AGREE, DISAGREE, AND NO RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL INSTRUMENT
ITEMS WHICH WERE DIRECTIONALLY POSITIVE ABOUT EVALUATION

Instrument Item

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current
No
Response

Disagree

57

36

7

92

5

3

15. Teacher self-evaluation, used as part of
the teacher evaluation process, is helpful
to the improvement of instruction.

62

31

7

92

7

1

18. The teacher evaluation process provides
opportunities for teacher selfevaluation.

63

30

5

94

3

3

23. Teacher self-evaluation is a part of the
school's evaluation process.

46

48

6

94

4

2

30. Instructional improvement occurs as a
result of staff evaluations.

48

44

8

85

11

4

38. Staff evaluations are used to identify
areas in which the instructional staff
need special assistance to improve
instruction.

49

43

8

82

14

4

149

Disagree

3. Teacher evaluation is conducted for the
purpose of improving instruction.

Agree

No
Response

Agree

TABLE 10
PERCENTAGE OF AGREE, DISAGREE, AND NO RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL INSTRUMENT
ITEMS WHICH WERE DIRECTIONALLY NEGATIVE ABOUT EVALUATION

Percentages/Ideal

Percentages/Current

Instrument Item

No
Response

No
Response

Disagree

6

19

76

5

51

8

19

76

5

53

54

6

18

77

5

33

61

6

14

81

5

Disagree

20. The staff evaluation process does not
provide teachers with information that
will help them to improve their
instructional practices.

38

55

27. Staff evaluations do not have a
positive influence on the teaching/
learning relationship between teachers
and students.

41

34. The primary purpose of conducting staff
evaluations is that they are required.
36. Staff evaluations are not intended to
help teachers improve instructional
techniques and practices.

150

Agree

Agree
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